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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE IMPORTANT STEP we announced last week as about to be 
taken with a view to relieving the pressure of business in the 
Chancery Division has now been resolved upon. A notice has 
been posted up in the Cause Book Room (No. 136), at the 
Chancery Registrars’ Office in the Royal Courts of Justice, stating 
that, “in view of the proposed transfer to the Queen’s Bench 
Division of such actions brought in the Chancery Division as are 
not specially assigned to the Chancery Division by section 34 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, the senior registrar has, by the direction 
of the Lord Chancellor, to give notice that the solicitor entering 
for trial or setting down on motion for judgment any action com- 
menced in the Chancery Division, will, from and after the 11th of 
July, be required to certify shortly on the back of the precipe what 
is the cause of action.” The orders of course clerks will mark 
with the letter “C.’’ those actions which, by the section before 
mentioned, are assigned to the Chancery Division, while all others 
will be marked with the letters “Q. B.” It is understood that 
such causes as shall be under.this notice marked “Q. B.” will 
be transferred to the Queen’s Bench Division for hearing at 
the Michaelmas Sittings. 





As MANY OF OUR READERS will have learnt from Mr. Drucr’s 
remarks at the annual meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, 
the draft of the proposed order under the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act has at length been received by the council of the society for 
consideration, in pursuance of section 3 of the Act. It is un- 
pleasant to learn that the draft order is not satisfactory. The 
council have a month from the receipt of the draft order within 
which to submit observations and suggestions in writing, which 
are to be “taken into consideration’’ by the persons authorized 
to make the order, who, “after duly considering the same,” 
may make an order either in the terms of the draft order or with 
such alterations, additions, or amendments as to them may seem 


fit. 





Mr. Giapstone was not perhaps very happy in citing the 
events which led to the emancipation of Greece from the govern- 
ment of Turkey as a precedent in international law justifying the 


bombardment of the forts at Alexandria. It has been remarked 
that the acts leading to the emancipation of Greece are very 
difficult to justify on any grounds of international law, and Sir 
W. Harcover himself has described the emancipation as “a 
high act of policy above and beyond the domains of law. Asan act 
of policy it may have been, and probably was, justifiable, but it 
was not the less a hostile act” (Letters of Historicus, p. 6). The 
recent action at Alexandria may introduce a new application of 
rinciple, but the principle upon which it is founded is well estab- 
ished. It is that international law considers the right of self- 
preservation as prior and paramount to that of territorial inviola- 
bility, and where they conflict justifies the maintenance of the 
former at the expense of the latter (1 Phillimore, 314). This 
right of self-preservation arises where an overt attack is made, or 
about to be made, upon a State by persons enjoying the rrotec- 
tion afforded by the territory of another State, and it is useless 
to call upon the State, which serves as a cover for the act, to 
prevent it. ‘We have stated,” said Mr. Guapstonz, “in 
the most distinct and categorical language that we are fighting 
for the security of her Majesty’s fleet, which was menaced by a 
continuous and deliberate course, denied, but still steadily pursued, 
of erecting fortifications, which might have arrived at a point 
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which we could not limit or define, and which would have been 
a serious danger.” It should have been added, to make the defence 
complete, that it was useless to call upon either the Khedive or 
the Sultan to prevent this course from being pursued. 








THE REMARKABLE ADVANTAGES attending the plan of send 
ing judges of the Queen’s Bench Division to ide i 
courts at Lincoln’s-inn are well shown by the .case of In 
Cottrell, Woods v. Cottrell, which came before the 
Appeal last Tuesday. It was an ordinary administration action 
at the suit of specific legatees. The writ was issued in 1880, 
and a receiver was appointed in 1881. On the 2Ist of January 
last the action came on for trial before Mr. Justice Manisty, 
who was sitting for Mr. Justice Kay, who was sitting for Mr 
Justice Carrry, who was sitting in an assize court at Manchester. 
There was no opposition to the plaintiffs’ claim at the bar. Mr. 
Justice Mantsty, however, declined to make the order asked 
for. It seemed to him (perhaps not without some reason) 
“contrary to all notions of justice” to make such an order. It is 
perhaps, an amiable fiction that the court confers a benefit by 
undertaking an administration ; but the theory is not unreason- 
able from the point of view of the court itself, and, at all events, 
it has the sanction of authority from a remote peri The 
earliest extant record of a bill for the administration of the trusts 
of a will dates from the reign of Henry V., and the jnrisdiction 
has been exercised ever since. But Mr. Justice Manisty did nt 
consider himself to be bound by authority in the matter. “ All 
I can say is””—we quote from his judgment—* that, unless I were 
constrained by authority which left me no choice in the matter, 
I would not be a party to such a cruel proceeding, which is, to 
my mind, simply gratuitously unnecessary, and gratuitously crue. 
to the parties, and which can have no other result than consum- 
ing a very large portion of the testator’s estate in costs.” The 
doctrine propounded at the bar that the legatees had such an 
interest as entitled them to have the estate administered startled 
the learned judge. “Of course,” he said, “I have not much 
experience in these cases, and I confess I am astonished to hear 
it suggested that this court will entertain such an application as 
this, there being no allegation that the son and nephew [i.e., the 
trustees and executors of the will] are not respectable people, 
and that the stocks are not existing at this moment, and that they 
are not dealing properly with them.” As to the appointment of 
the receiver he said, “It is something quite shocking. There is 
actually a receiver to get in the outstanding personal estate of the 
testator, and actually the trustees are to hand over 
to the receiver all securities relating to the personal estate and all 
books and papers relating to the personal estate. I cannot believe 
that the judge who made this order had any notion of the facts of 
the case. He is actually to receive the whole of the estate of the 
testator and to pass his accounts from time to time. Well, it may 
be the practice of the court, but I cannot direct any such thing.” 
His lordship then gave judgment, declaring that the trusts of the 
will, so far as they concerned the specific securities, ought to be 
carried into execution by the trustees and not by the court, and 
ordering that the securities should be transf to the trustees, 
that the receiver should not act any further, that each party should 
bear his own costs, and that, until the infant plaintiff attained 
twenty-one, all parties should have liberty to apply. When 

court at 





| thereof, gave the ordinary judgment for 
‘suit of specific legatees, 7m for transfer é 
securities into court and for continuing the reeeiver, 

the costs of the appeal costs in the action. A few more 
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Chancery Division and introduce the pleasing novelty of numerous 
unopposed appeals. 





LooKING TO THE RARITY of prosecutions for blasphemous libel, 
much legal interest will attach to the proceedings against the 
Freethinker. It is beyond question an indictable misdemeanor 
at common law to blaspheme against God, Christianity, or Holy 


Scripture (PR. v. Woolston, 2 Str. 834; R. v. Waddington, 1 B. &. 


C, 26); but in R. v. Woolston the court expressly excluded dis- 
~putes between learned men upon particular points, and it may be 
a question what degree of scurrilousness must be reached to con- 
stitute the common law offerice. The statute law, however, is 
somewhat more explicit. Reviling the Sacrament is punishable by 
fine under 1 Ed. 6, ¢. 1; publicly ridiculing the Prayer Book 
also by fine under 1 Eliz. c. 2, a third conviction under the latter 
statute entailing imprisonment for life ; and for a person who has 
been educated as a Christian to “ deny the Christian religion to be 
true, or the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament to be 
of Divine authority,” is an offence punishable, upon a first con- 
viction, by deprivation of any office, ecclesiastical, civil, or 
military, held by the offender, and upon a second conviction by 
disability to “sue, prosecute, plead, or use any action or informa- 
tion in any court of law or equity, or to be guardian of any child, 
or executor of any person, or capable of any legacy or deed of 
gift,” and also by imprisonment for three years, which term of 
imprisonment, in addition to a fine of £1,500, was the sentence 
upon Ricwarp Cariite: see Leg. v. Carlile’ (1 B. & Ald. 
161), in which Best, J. pointed out that the statute did not 
abrogate the common law ; that the Legislature in passing it “ had 
not the punishment of blasphemy so much in view as the protec- 
tion of the Government of the country, by preventing infidels from 
getting into places of trust,” and that the Act “ extends to those 
who, in the most private intercourse, by advised conver- 
sation, admit that they disbelieve the Scriptures.” Other 
statutes bearing on the subject are 1 Geo. 4, c. 8, which 
empowers the court before whom a verdict against a person for 
‘publishing a blasphemous libel shall be given to make orders for 
the seizure of all copies of the libel; 5 & 6 Vict. ¢. 38, which 
removes “ blasphemies and offences against religion” from the 
jurisdiction of quarter sessions ; and in especial connection with 
the proceedings against the Freethinker, which is a newspaper, 
the recent Newspaper Libel and Registration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 
Vict. c. 60). By section 5 of this Act “no criminal prosecution 
shall be commenced against any proprietor, publisher, or editor, 
or any person responsible for the publication of a newspaper, for 
any libel published therein without the written fiat or allowance 
of the Director of Public Prosecutions ; and by section 6 every libel 
is to be deemed to be an offence within the Vexatious Indictments 
Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 17), whereby no indictment for the offences 
therein mentioned may be presented unless the prosecutor has 
been ‘bound over to prosecute, or the accused has been committed 
by a justice of the peace, or the accused has been bound over to 
appear at the trial, or the consent of a judge or the Attorney- 
General has been obtained to the indictment being preferred. 





In a case of RB. v. Crook, tried at the recent Dorset Quarter 
Sessions, a curious pitfall for unwary magistrates came to light. 
The prisoner was tried for, and convicted of, obtaining money 
under false pretences, and the bench, considering it to be a gross 
case, were inclined, upon the strength of a previous felony being 
charged in the same indictment, to pass a sentence of seven years’ 
penal servitude. As, however, some question was raised ‘as to 
whether they had power to do this, the bench eventually decided 
to disregard the previous conviction, and accordingly sentenced the 
prisoner to five years’ penal servitude, the maximum penalty for 
a first offence. There can be no doubt that they were right in so 
doing. By section 7 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, it is enacted that, 
“‘ whoever commits the offence of simple larceny after a previous 
conviction for felony, is liable to be kept in penal servitude for 
ten years,’ and, under section 8, it is enacted that, “ whoever 
commits the offence of simple larceny, or any offence hereby made 
punishable like simple larceny, after having been previously con- 





victed of an indictable misdemeanor under this Act, is liable ta 
be kept in penal servitude for seven years.” The effect of these 
two sections is, therefore : 

1. That simple larceny followiog upon a felony may have an additional 
punishment ; 

2. That simple larceny following upon an indictable misdemeanor may 
have on additional punishment ; 

8. That a misdemeanor punishable like simple larceny, and following upon 
an indic‘able misdemeanor, may have an additional punishment. 
But it is not provided 

4, That a misdemeanor punishable like simple larceny, and following upon 
a felony, may have an additional punishment. 
Under a subsequent statute this casws omissus was provided for, 
it being enacted by 27 & 28 Vict. c. 47, 8. 2, that, “ Where any 
person shall, on indictmenit, be convicted of any crime or offence 
punishable with penal servitude, after having been previously 
convicted of felony, the least sentence of penal servitude that can 
be atvarded shall ‘be seven yeurs,” and Kerry, C.B., in B. v. 
Deane (L. R. 2Q. B. D. 305), held that under this section a 
prisoner convicted of obtaining money under false pretences, after 
a previous conviction for felony (the previous conviction being 
charged in the indictment), could not be sentenced to less than 
seven yeats’ penal seivitude. Were this section still in force the 
gap would have remained filled. But the Legislature, wishing to 
reduce the minimum penalty of sevén years’ penal servitude pro- 
vided by this section, and labouring apparently under the impres- 
sion that it merély fixed a minimum penulty, repealed the 
section by 42 & 48 Vict. c. 55, 8. 1, and the commonly received 
impression appears to be, that the intention of the Legislature, 
that of simply permitting a lesser punishment to be given, was 
the only effect of this fresh enactment. Its real effect was, however, 
clearly much more sweeping, its repeal having thrown us back 
into the position we were in before—that is, with no additional 
penalty for a misdemeanor (punishable like simple larceny) fol- 
lowing upon a felony. Consequently to charge a prisoner, who is 
indicted for obtaining money under false pretences or any other 
misdemeanor punishable like simple larceny, with a previous 
conviction for felony is no longer of any use, indeed only mis- 
leading, as it may cause a mistake to be made as to the amount of 
punishment which can be given for such an offence. 





Ir Is NoT THE FAcT, as has been stated in connection 
with the presentation of the Annual Report of Temporary 
Bills, that the practice of passing temporary Acts is of 
modern date only.. The practice is a very old and frequent one, 
dating at least as far back as 7 Ric. 2, ¢. 17, whereby “ main- 
pernors shall satisfy the plaintiff for his deluy, where the defend- 
ant keepeth not his day’’—a statute which was permitted to 
expire. In a long series of cases the temporary Acts were con- 
tinued in a bunch by a statute differing only in form from the 
modern “ Expiring Laws Continuance Act’’: see, for instance, 
5 & 6 Ed. 6, c. 17; 7 Ed. 6, c. 11; 1 Mar. Sess. 3, c. 12; 18 Eliz. 
c.25; 27 liz. c. 11; 35 Eliz. c. 7; 39 Eliz. c. 18. Nor was this 
cautious mode of legislation confined to measures of small conse- 
quence. The Poor Law Act of Elizabeth, the Statute of Distri- 
butions of James the First, and the Statute of Frauds of Charles 
the Second, were ull temporary Acts in the first instance. It may 
be remarked, in connection with the subject, that both the Ballot 
Act, 1872, and the Employers’ Liability Act, 1881, owe their 
temporary character to amendments inserted in the House of 
Lords. 





A MELANCHOLY EVENT occurred on Saturday last in the Royal 
Courts of Justice. Mr. Murpock, who was well known about 
the legal offices, and had been for many years in the employment 
of Messrs. Franecatre, of Craven-street, Strand, fell down life- 
less in the building of the Royal Courts of Justice. In spite 
of endeavours to find a place to which it might be removed, the 
body had to remain in the building until an inquest could be held. 
Mortuaries exist in many localities in London, but in this instance 
neither that at St. Clement's Danes nor that at St. Mary-le- 
Strand were available, probably because the place of decease was 


out of the parish, 
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SET-OFF IN CASE OF MUTUAL 
DEALINGS. 


Tue case of Jack v. Kipping (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 118) illustrates 
very strongly the great alteration of the law effected by the 
Bankruptcy Act of 1869 with regard to mutual dealings between 
the bankrupt and persons indebted to the bankrupt’s estate. 
Under the previous statutes relating to bankruptcy set-off was 
allowed in taking the account when there had been mutual 
credits. The expression “ mutual credits,” as is well known, was 
eonstrued by the courts to apply only to cases where there had 
been mutual credits of such a nature as to terminate in debts ; but 
this construction excluded cases of unliquidated damages. The 
term “ mutual dealings’? was used in the Act of 1869, and it is 
now settled, by the decision in the case of Peat y. Jones § Co. 
(L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 147), that this term allows a set-off of un- 
liquidated damages arising under a contract against a debt due to 
the estate of the bankrupt. In that case the trustee in bankruptcy 
sued for the price of iron delivered, and the defendant counter- 
claimed for damages for the non-delivery of iron under the same 
contract. It might, perhaps, be argued that it was an essential 
feature in this case that the claims both arose out of the same 
contract. We doubt, however, whether the principle of the deci- 
sion would not apply even where the claims arose out of different 
transactions. The language of Brett, L.J., seems to go beyond 
the case of cross-liabilities arising out of the same contract. He 
says, “‘It seems to me that the expression ‘mutual debts and 
credits’ was intended to comprise all ordinary transactions between 
the two persons in their individual capacities, and that ‘mutual 
dealings ’ was added to get rid of any questions which might arise 
whether a transaction would end in a debt or not.’’ It may be 
said that the hardship would be greater if a debtor was obliged 
to satisfy in full his liability upon a contract while only 
getting a percentage upon the liability to him arising on the same 
transaction ; but, after all, it does not make much difference in the 
hardship of the case whether the cross-liabilities arise on the 
same or different contracts, and it must be observed that the term 
“ mutual,” as employed in the phrase “ mutual credits” in former 
Acts, did not imply any such restriction as that we refer to, and 
it therefore can hardly be supposed to do so in the phrase 
** mutual dealings.” It would, therefore, seem that the decision 
in Peat vy. Jones establishes the proposition that the debtor to the 
bankrupt’s estate can set off against his liability any liability to 
unliquidated damages arising upon any contract by the bankrupt 
with him. 

In Jack v. Kipping, as it appears to us, a much longer stride 
was taken than by the decision in Jones v. Peat. The action 
there was by the trustee in liquidation for the price of shares in 
a company sold by the liquidating debtor to the defendant, and 
the defendant counter-claimed damages for a fraudulent repre- 
sentation, whereby the defendant was induced to buy the shares. 
It was beld that he could do so under the “mutual dealings” 
clause of the Bankruptcy Act of 1869. It seems to us that this 
decision is according to the obvious justice of the case. We think 
that the law ought to be, and we hope that it is, as laid down by 
this decision, but we think it nevertheless a somewhat strong 
decision. Cave, J., in giving judgment, said: “We are of 
opinion that the case is governed by Peat v. Jones & Co., and that 
he is so entitled on the ground taken by the Master of the Rolls, 
that a contract of sale and purchase is in its nature mutual, 
imposing reciprocal obligations on the vendor and purchaser, and 
that consequently claims arising out of that contract are mutual 
dealings within the statute. It seems to us that it would be 
inequitable to hold that where a purchaser has had an article, 
which turns out to be worthless, palmed off on him by fraudulent 
misrepresentations, and the vendor has become bankrupt, he should 
be compelled to pay the agreed price to the trustee and be left to 
recover back as much as he can in the shape of a dividend. It 
is said that such a fraudulent misrepresentation is a tort, but we 
think that it is not a personal tort, but a breach of the obligation 
arising out of the contract of sale.” 

It is to be observed that the words thus used seem 
to rely to some extent on the fact that the cross-liabilities 
both arose out of the same transaction; but, as we have said 











before, it hardly seems that in the case of contractual obliga- 
tions properly so called the term “mutual” can be thus re- 
stricted. Sw a case were to arise in which the trustee sued for 
the price cf goods sold by the bankrupt to the defendant, and the 
defendant sought to set off unliquidated damages for a fraudulent 
representation by the bankrupt on the sale of other goods. This 
would be a step further than the case of Jack v. Kipping. Would 
the same reasoning apply? It seems to us that, by analogy to 
the case of mutual debts and credits, it ought to do so. But it is 
obvious that if this be held to be the case, the alteration effected 
by the introduction of the term “ mutual dealings” is of a very 
sweeping character. It was held under the ier Acts that a 
liability could not be set off unless it was proveable under the 
bankruptey. By the 31st section of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, 
demands in the nature of unliquidated i otherwise 
than by reason of a contract or promise, shall not be proveable in 
bankruptey. Can the liability to unliquidated damages for a 
fraudulent representation be said to be a demand arising by reason of 
a contract or a promise? It seems to usa great stretch of the words 
to say so. No doubt the damages would not arise but for the 
subsequent making of the contract, but still it hardly seems to us 
that such damages can, within the natural meaning of the words, 
be said to arise by reason of a contract or promise. If such 
damages would not be proveable, then the effect of the decision in 
Jack v. Kipping would be that proveability is no longer the test 
whether the liability can be set off. It may, as it eget to us, 
be very fairly argued that such damages ought to be proveable ; 
the question how the liability is to be proved is a mere question 
of machinery, and there seems no reason why a person who has a 
just claim against the bankrupt for such — should be 
deprived of all share of the bankrupt’s assets, and left to pursue 
his claim against the bankrupt after he has been deprived of all 
means of satisfying such claim. We think it probable that various 
difficult questions which the decision in Jack v. i 

may turn up hereafter unless a néw Bankruptey Act is 

next séssion, containing provisions dealing more ; with 
these matters. 
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ARE LEASEHOLDS WITHIN SECTION 18 
OF THE CONVEYANCING ACT? 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Zn re Hall Dare’s Con- 
tract (supra, p. 371), and the appearance of a section in the new 
Conveyancing Bill to amend section 65 of the old one, have made 
it more difficult to pooh-pooh criticism as mete hair-splitting, and 
the suspicion is not unreasonable that some further i 
may be in store for the profession. The question at the head of 
this article is one that cannot fail to be asked; and we should be 
very grateful to anybody who will give it a satisfactory answer. 

Section 18 begins with the words “A m of land” ; 
and the powers of leasing conferred by the section upon mort- 
gagors and mortgagees in possession are confined to mortgages of 
land, 


A mortgagor can of course m what he has got, 
It is part of the alphabet of dis as the reader hardly needs 
to be reminded, that no one in and can possess land 
absolutely, as he may possess a chat A man can have no 
more than an estate or interest in the land, and this, therefore, is 
what, if a mortgagor, he must m . The question, there- 
fore, is, What estates and interests in land are, within the mean- 
ing of section 18, comprised under the word land ? 

The reader will, of course, turn to the interpretation clause, 
section 2, where he will find these words :— 

* (ii. nd, unless a contrary intention a includes land of an: 
wand heh tenements and hereditaments, cecpaienl oe’ bibsbparant and ties 
aod other buildings, also an uadivided share in land.” 


That this extensive conglomeration was put without 
any pressing necessity, and with no formed intention 
relying upon it, sufficiently appears from ing remarks, 


which we extract from the very friendly commentary of Messrs, 
Clerke and Brett: “ Muiiereat consi of the expression” 
land] “being used with a restricted meaning occur throughout 
the Act. Thus, incorporeal hereditaments are excluded by a 
reference to possession, actual occupation or entry, in sections 18, 
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42, and 44; ‘ copyhold or customary land’ is expressly excepted 
by section 34 (3), from the operation of that section ; the expres- 
sion ‘ freehold land’ is used in sections 50, 62; ‘land of inheri- 
tance’ in section 58; and ‘freehold or leasehold land’ in section 
26. Lastly, in sections 30, 49, part of the definition, ‘ tenements 
or hereditaments, corporeal or incorporeal, is employed, the 
words ‘of any tenure’ being omitted, probably with the intention 
of excluding copyhold and customary land from the scope of 
those sections” (2nd ed., p. 23). For our own part, we are not 
aware of any passage whatever in the Act where the whole of 
the medley is indisputably included. 

But, on the present occasion, instead of complaining of its super- 
fluity, we are doubting whether, in spite of its huge scope, it has- 
not omitted something which, as most of our readers will prob- 
ably think, ought to have been included beyond all possibility of 
a doubt. Does “land” include “a term of years” ? and, there- 
fore, does “ a mortgagor of land” include “ a mortgagor of a term 
of years’? and can section 18 be relied upon to give powers of 
leasing in the case of mortgages of terms of years, commonly called 
mortgages of leaseholds? 

Let us, in the first place, ascertain what estates and interests 
the word “land” does include. It undoubtedly, by virtue of the 
interpretation clause, includes all estates of freehold. For estates 
of inheritance in possession are included under corporeal heredita- 
ments; estates of inheritance in remainder, or reversion, are 
included under incorporeal hereditaments; while estates for life 
and estates pur autre vie, though they are not hereditaments, are 
included under tenements. 

Now what do we find in the interpretation clause to bring a 
term of years within the meaning of /and? Can it be by virtue 
of the phrase, “land of any tenure”? We think not. In the 
first place, this phrase is commonly used to refer to freeholds, 
copyholds, and customary freeholds ; phrases which have nothing 
to do with terms of years. In the second place, if we were criti- 
cising the utterances of an ordinary person, we should interpret 
the decree, “land shall include land of any tenure,” to mean that, 
notwithstanding any peculiarities in the tenure by which certain 
lands here and there may happen to be held, and which might 
present some obstacles to the taking effect of parts of the Act, 
yet such parts shall, nevertheless, take effect in spite of the 
obstacles presented by the peculiarities aforesaid, which shall be, 
so far, overborne by the authority of the Act. We do not pre- 
tend to know whether this is the meaning of the Act; because it 
may possibly have picked the phrase up (as it seems to have 
picked up some others) without perhaps fully considering where 
the phrase came from and what it was designed to mean. But, 
not having any authority to insert words into the Act’s defini- 
tions, we must hesitate to take “land of any tenure” to mean 
“any estate ur interest in land of any tenure” ; especially as to 
do so would practically deprive the rest of the verbose definition 
of such raison d’étre as it can be said to possess. 

The rest of the definition seems to give us no help whatever. 
Nobody, we believe, has ever pretended that a term of years is a 
tenement ; and to style a term of years a hereditament would be a 
manifest self-contradiction. Nor does a term of years seem to be 
a house or a building ; and still less, if possible, does it seem to be 
an wndivided share of land. So that we begin to feel, with 
humility, that we are at a loss to guess by what process these 
reluctant sheep are to be dragged into the fold. 

We are quite aware that these doubts are not shared by (or 
perhaps we should rather say, have never occurred to) some 
eminent persons, whose deliberate judgment would be entitled to 
great weight. Atvol. 1, p. 517, of the last edition of the Pre- 
cedents of Messrs. Prideaux and Whitcombe, there is a “ mortgage 
of property comprised in several leases by assignment,” which con- 
tains an express power of sale and leasing ; the insertion of the 
express power being explained (p. 518) by the following foot- 
note :—“ As this power of sale and leasing is somewhat special, it 
is retained instead of relying on the statutory power.’ The infer- 
ence seems plausibly to follow that, in the opinion of those 
learned editors, the statutory power of leasing might have 
been relied on in a mortgage of leaseholds. But we cannot attach 
any great importance to so very casual an expression of opinion. 
Indeed, we do not pretend to be quite sure that any opinion about 
the power of leasing has been expressed; for by the statutory 





power mentioned in the note might possibly be meant only the 
statutory power of sale, which is not in dispute. If this seems to 
be a forced interpretation, as no doubt it is, we can only reply, 
that it is not a bit more forced than some interpretations which 
we have seen of some passages in the Conveyancing Act itself. 

Perhaps some of our readers may feel a general impression that 
leaseholds will have to be dragged in somehow, and that the judges 
will have to invent a way to do it. This may, perhaps, be the 
correct view; and if it is, nothing remains for us to do but to 
await with respectful curiosity the exegetical method which is to 
solve our perplexity. And if this shall turn out to be such as, in 
the opinion of men of sense and discretion, may, without impro- 
priety, be applied to the interpretation of important statutes upon 
highly technical subjects, this will be to us a source of no less 
satisfaction than surprise. 








REVIEWS. 


CONVEYANCING. 


Haves’ Covctse Conveyancer, with Precepénts Apaprep To THE New 
Conveyanctne Act. Fourta Eprition. By W. B. Courman, Esa., 
Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


[Frest Nortce.] 


The greatly reduced size of this edition of Hayes is not solely, or per- 
haps mainly, due to the effect of the Conveyancing Act. The whole of 
the long summary of stamp laws has been omitted, and the tables of 
former and present stamp duties have been relegated to the appendix, 
and cut down from fifty pages to eight pages. The long chapter on suc- 
cession duties; the disquisition on composition deeds, and the prece- 
dents of those deeds which appeared in the last edition have been 
omitted. In this way at least two hundred pages have been saved, and 
the book has been brought into a very handy and convenient size, with- 
out any diminution of its practical utility. 

In a new edition of a work which was originally designed as a manual 
of concise conveyancing it is to be expected that the implied provisions 
of the Conveyancing Act will be adopted to the fullest extent compat- 
ible with safety. But Mr. Coltman’s treatment of that Act contrasts 
very favourably with that of certain learned authors on whose produc- 
tions we recently had occasion tocomment. He does not take the simple 
course of adopting the Act wholesale, and stating its provisions without 
criticism or question. Heis friendly to the Act, dut, nevertheless, a can- 
did friend. Thus (to cite only a few of his criticisms), he points out (p. 1) 
that the definition of the term ‘‘ conveyance” “is not very happily 
expressed, as at first sight it seems that it is only a covenant to surrender 
that is required to be. made by deed.’ Again, he says (p. 14) that the 
expression in section 7, “a person who conveys and is expressed to con- 
vey as beneficial owner’? “is not very happily chosen, as it would convey 
two distinct meanings, according as the words ‘ and is expressed to con- 
vey’ are or are not to be read as parenthetical. In the former case, it 
would seem to be necessary (in order to bring the case within the statute) 
that the person conveying should actually be, as well as be expressed to 
be, the beneficial owner; while, in the latter case, it would be 
sufficient if a person, who purports to convey, is expressed to convey 
as beneficial owner whether he be beneficial owner or not.” With 
regard to general words, he says, “‘It certainly would not be 
difficult to suggest cases where the old form of words would be 
sufficient to revive an extinguished easement, while the form in the 
Act would not.” Under these circumstances it may, perhaps, be thought 
advisable to retain the general words’ clause in all cases where the sale 
is in lots or the vendor retains any land adjoining the part sold.” And 
with regard to the provisions of the Act as to mortgages Mr. Ooltman 
makes some criticisms of considerable importance. Thus, on section 18 
(1), providing that ‘‘a mortgagor of land while in possession shall, as 
against every incumbrancer, have, by virtue of this Act,” power to lease, 
he points out that there is no express restriction of the meaning of the 
word incumbrancer to an incumbrancer claiming under an incumbrance 
created after the passing of the Act; that under sub-section (9) of this 
section a lease for ninety-nine years may be granted to any person who 
has, at any period, however remote, built upon the land to be leased, and 
that presumably the rent would be the value of the land before it was 
improved; that apparently under sub-section (12) of this section a con- 
tract for a lease once entered into by the mortgagor cannot be varied or 
released without the consent of every incumbrancer, and that the pro- 
vision of sub-section (14) must be taken with some qualification, for 
suppose a mortgagor authorized a mortgagee to grant leases taking & 
fine, it can hardly be intended that such a lease should be binding on & 
prior incumbrancer, yet it is provided by the sub-section that “ powers 
so conferred ghull be exercisable as far as may be as if they were cone 
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JSerred by this Act,” and if the power referred to had been inserted iu 
the Act it would clearly have been binding on the prior incumbrancer. 
Mr. Coltman concludes, as the profession has generally concluded, that, 
“it is hardly probable that mortgagees will consent to the mortgagors 
exercising the statutory powers of leasing, except in very special cases.” 
His form of clause excluding this power contrasts favourably, in point of 
terseness, with some of the elaborate provisions we have seen inserted in 
mortgages with this object. It is as follows :— 


‘* Provided always, that [mortgagor] shall not, without first obtaining the 
consent, in writing, of [mortgagee], his executors, administrators, or assigns, 
exercise any of the powers vested in mortgagors by the Conveyancing and Law 
of Property Act, 1881, or any other statutory power for the time being 
exercisable by mortgagors,”” 

The foregoing will show the judicious manner in which Mr. Coltman 
has dealt with the provisions of the Conveyancing Act. He has adopted 
the convenient plan of inserting before each class of precedents the pro- 
visions of the Act relating to them, with explanatory and critical remarks. 
We do not always agree with his conclusions, but his remarks are acute, 
practical, and instructive. The same may be said of the foot-notes 
throughout the work. We propose hereafter to consider the precedents 
and other features of the volume. 





REAL PROPERTY. 


Painorptes or THE Law or Reat Property. By the late Josava 
Wiis, Esq., Q.C. Tue Fourrgsentn Epition (incorporating the 
Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881), By his son, T. 
Cyprian Wituiams, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


The lamented death of the author of this unrivalled elementary 
treatise has thrown the whole work of editing the present edition on his 
son. We note few changes in the work, except such as are occasioned 
by the Conveyancing Act, the provisions of which are noticed in the 
proper places. A new chapter has also been added by the editor on 
the present form of conveyance, setting out in clear and simple language 
the changes proposed to be effected. The additions and alterations, so 
far as we have observed, have been made with accuracy and discretion, 
although perhaps a little explanation might have been usefully afforded 
to the student on some of the more obscure sections of the Conveyancing 
Act—e.g., sections 10 and 11. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


DIVORCE SETTLEMENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’: Journal.} 


Sir,—The case of Wigney v. Wigney, reported 30 W. R. 722, suggests 
considerations which it may be of importance to bear in mind. Accord- 
ing to the report a husband was by a marriage settlement given a life 
interest in property of the wife, which interest he afterwards mortgaged. 
A decree for dizsolution of the marriage having been made, the registrar, 
upon inquiry, appears to have reported that the settled property ought to 
be held upon the trusts arising on the husband’s decease—in other words, 
destroying the life interest and the charges on it. 

There being, however, evidence that the mortgages were created to 
secure moneys borrowed for the purposes of the joint establishment, 
before the divorce, the court confirmed the registrar’s order subject to 
the wife’s undertaking to pay the mortgages. 

On appeal a variation, which I need not mention, was directed to be 
made in the order. I only desire to quote the following observation of 
the Master of the Rolls :—“ The court has allowed the mortgages which 
he created on his life interest to remain, but beyond that it has destroyed 
his interest under the settlement.” The dilemma is this: either the 
court has, or has not, power to destroy mortgages and assignments for 
value by persone interested under marriage settlements. 

If it has the power, is not a danger incurred which is not taken into 
contemplation by persons purchasing or taking mortgages on such inter- 
ests P whilst on the other hand, if the court has not such power, then the 
effect of the provisions of the Acts might be obviated by an assignment 
for value before the order for varying the settlement was made. 

I suppose we must regard the court as having such a power; and it 
will, therefore, be well for persons buying, or lending money on, such 
interests, to bear in mind a possible danger which may destroy their 
investment or security. J. 





COMMISSIONERS TO ADMINISTER OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I was appointed a commissioner to administer oaths in all the 
common law courts upwards of fourteen years ago. By my commissions 
I was assigned ‘‘to administer oaths and take and receive affidavits 
« « » & my place of business, or residence, or at the place of 


business, or residence of the m making the same, or his or 
her attorney, within the limite aforesaid” (ten miles of eante’- 
inn Hall), The Judicature: Act, 1873, section 82, enacts that “every 
person who, at the commencement of this Act, shall be authorized 
administer oaths in any of the courts whose jurisdiction is hereby trane- 
ferred to the High Court of Justice, shall be a commissioner to administer 
oaths in all causes and matters whatsoever which may from time to time 

com. 
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be depending in the said High Court, or in the Court of Appeal.” Since 
that Act came into force I, in common, I believe, with all other 
missioners, have always been under the impression that the “ commis- 
sioner to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature” ‘is em- 
powered to take affidavits in any place where the Supreme Court has 
jurisdiction. Judge my surprise, however, when I was informed by a 
gentleman, a late clerk of mine, whom I swore to an affidavit in the 
solicitors’ waiting-room in the Royal Courts of Justice, where we were 
both upon business, that the affidavit had been rejected by “ the official ” 
at the Royal Courts, with the observation ‘‘ the gentleman had better mind 
or he will lose his commission.” 

Now, Sir, my obvious answer to this is, that the old commissions have 
already gone, and that I am now acting under the Judicature Act, which, 
in my humble opinion, does not limit the commissioners’ powers to 
“ place of business.” If otherwise, I would ask, what is the effect of all 
affidavits not sworn at the “ place of business”: ¢.g., at liquidation meet- 
ings and the like, and which have, hitherto, been received in evidence ? 

Assuming “ the official ” is right in his contention, then is not the 
Royal Courts of Justice, where the commissioner was, as @ solicitor, upon 
his lawful business, as was the deponent also, the “ place of business” of 
both P 

This really seems to me to be’a question of so much consequence to 
the profession, public in general, and commissioners in particular, that it 
should be, at once and for ever, set at rest; if, indeed, there can be any 
doubt in the matter. I am not aware that there is any decision upon 
the point, but perhaps you, Sir, or some more vigilant practitioner than 
myself, may be able to refer me to a case. 

The importance, to my mind, of the question will, I trust, be my suf- 
ficient apology for thus troubling you. G. B. 

Bedford-row, London, July 12. 





IN RE CLEW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I send you the following observations suggested by this case re- 
ferred to in your correspondence colamn last week :— 

11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, s. 19, gives power to issue a distress warrant where 
the special statute provides no means of enforcing payment, and in case 
of its appearing to any justice, ‘to whom application shall be made for 
any such warrant of distress,” that there are no goods, &c., he may com- 
mit defendant to prison “for such time and in such manner as by law 
such defendant might be so committed, in case such warrant of distress 
had issued and no goods or chattels could be found, &c.” 

By section 22 of the same Act, as amended by 21 & 22 Vict. c. 73, 
s. 5, there is power in such cases, where the statute provides no remedy 
in default of distress, to commit for not exceeding three calendar 
months. 

It may be noted that the provieo in section 19 appears to indicate that 


the discretion as to issuing a distress warrant or not might be exercised - 


after conviction by “any justice” to whom application for a distress 
warrant might be made. But the form I. 1 given in the schedule to the 
Act,” does not appear to support this view. The form indicates that it 
is to be determined at the time of conviction, and to be stated in the 
conviction, whether a distress warrant is to issue or not, might 
have been questionable whether, if a conviction adjudged distress, and 
application was afterwards made to a justice to enforce it, he could dis- 
pense with the distress. Jn practice, I believe, it was always decided at 
the time of conviction whether a distress was to issue or not, 

The next Act to be noticed was “the Small Penalties Act, 1865” 
which gave power in all cases of not exceeding £5 to imprison, 
according to the scale thereby provided, without any distress warrant. 

These Acts were in force when the Act, 1872, was passed, 
and section 51 of that Act makes 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, applicable to the 
enforcement of penalties under the a Act, eubject to certain _ 
visions contained in the sub-sections, one of which (sub-section 2) is to 
the effect that where a distress has been ordered to be made for a penalty 
exceeding £5, and there are no goods, the defendant may be imprisoned 
«ccording to a scale there given. 

To ascertain exactly what this means it is proper to consider what the 
effect of the 51st section without this provision would have been, - 

It is not a fact that the sub-section alone gives power to imprison in 
default of distress. Under the Small Penalties Act, in the case of penal- 
ties not exceeding £5, the scale there given would have oe 
the provisions above quoted of 11 & 12 Vict. c, 43, in thecase of ltie 
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above £5, the defendant could have been imprisoned in default of distress 
or on its appearing that there were no goods, &c., for not exceeding three 
months. 

This would have been the state of things if sub-section 2 had not been 
inserted, and therefore it appears tolerably clear that the object of those 
who framed the sub-section was only to provide a somewhat higher scale 
of imprisonment, 

In Reg. v. Newcastle Justices (or Re Broun), 42 J. P. 598, it was decided 
that under section 51, sub-section 2, a warrant of distress must actually 
issue before commitment. At that time the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, had not been passed, and the only form of conviction provided 
where a warrant of distress was to be dispensed with on the ground of 
there being no goods, &c., was the form I. 1 (in schedule to 11 & 12 
Vict. c. 43) above alluded to, and the judges probably thought that by 
such a conviction a distress could not be said to have been “ ordered to 
be made.” 

But now by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, the Small Penalties 
Act is repealed, a scale of imprisonment is provided (section 5) which 
overrides that in the Licensing Act, and section 21, sub-section 3, in 
terms applies to all cases where a warrant of distress is “ authorized to 
be issued.” Now it isclear that by 11 & 12 Vict. e. 43, made applicable 
by section 51 of the Licensing Act, a warrant of distress is ‘‘ authorized 
to be issued” for all penalties under the Licensing Act. Theretore the 
above section of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, applies to such 
cases, and it appears to override the requirement in section 51, sub-sec- 
tion 2, of the Licensing Act as to a distress having been “ ordered to be 
made.” 

But, even supposing that requirement to be still in force, the present 
practice as to commitments in default of goods appears to satisfy it. 
The new form of conviction, No. 5, settled under the Act of 1879, 
applies to all cases where a distress is ordered; and, whatever may after- 
wards be done, a distress is now always ordered to be made in a properly 
drawn conviction where the statute provides for distress, and the convic- 
tion no longer states in any case that it appeared that there were no 
goods, &c. That, if done at all, is done afterwards, in the commitment 
(form No, 27 of the new forms), which expressly recites, as the fact is, 
that the conviction ordered a distress to be made, thus satisfying the 
terms (if they now require to be satisfied) of section 51, sub-section 2, of 
the Licensing Act. Then the commitment goes on to state that, appli- 
cation having been made for a warrant of distress, it appeared there 
were no goods, &c., and imprisonment is therefore ordered. 

The forms now authorized would really have been more applicable 
to the apparent meaning of the provisions of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, than 
the forms in the schedule to that Act; but, whatever difficulty might 
have been felt before the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1579, was passed, 
it is very hard to see how it can be now argued that section 21 of that 
Act does not apply to cases under the Licensing Act, or how there can be 
any doubt about the power of justices, in cases of penalties above £5, to 
imprison at once on its appearing that there are no goods, &c. 

It will be observed that in cases below £5, now that the Small 
Penalties Act is repealed, there is no power of imprisonment at all except 
under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, aud therefore it is submitted that 
uo one would deny their application to such cases. 

A Justices’ Cierx. 





FOREIGN MARRIAGE LAWS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Referring to the article on Foreign Marriage Laws in your issue 
of the 24th of June, can any of your readers inform me whether a 
marriage in England between a British subject and a naturalized foreign 
subject is binding upon the naturalized foreign subject in his own 
country ? 

No mention is made of Germany in the memorandum drawn up by the 
committee of the Social Science Association. Is a marriage in England 
between a British subject and a German valid in Germany? Jvvenis. 








On the 6th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr, E. Clarke asked the First 
Lord of the Treasory whetber, having regard to the fact that there was now no 
prospect of a Bankruptcy Bill being introduced by the Government during the 
present session, and that a Bill brought in at the instance of the Associated 
Chamber of Commerce, which had been read a second time had been blocked 
by the President of the Board of Trade, he would use his influence 
with the President of the Board of Trade to induce him to remove the 
block, and to permit the Bill to be considered in Committee. Mr. Chamber- 
laid said : ‘‘ Tbe Bankruptcy Bill referred to by the hon. member was read the 
second time late at night in a thin House, and after a proposal to adjourn the 
debate had been lost by a small majority. The proposals of the Bill, in my 
Opinion, offer no foundation for a satisfactory amendment of the law, and as 
the subject is of great importance, I cannot consent to the debate being taken 
at an hour when there js no time for adequate discussion.” In farther answer 
to Mr. E. Clarke, Mr. Chamberlain said the Government were not prepared 
to give facilities for the discussion of the Bill referred to. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Witt—Construction—Dezvisé For Lirg with ReMaInpER To Issuz 
AND THEIR Hetrs—Girt OVER ON DEATH wiTHoUT LEAVING CHILDREN.— 
In a case of Morgan v. Thomas, before the Court of Appeal on the 7th inst., 
the question arose whether « devise to a tenant for life, followed by a gift 
over if he should die witbout having any children, operated to enlarge his 
life estate into an estate tail. The testator made his will in 1834, and died 
in the same year. By his will he devised all his real estate to his son L. 
daring his life, and after hia decease to his lawful issue and their heirs for 
ever, if any ; and if he should die without leaving any children, the testa. 
tor gave the property to his son E, and his heirs for ever. L, died in 1881, 
without ever having been married. KE. died in 1857, intestate. The plain- 
tiff was E.’s heir-at-law. The defendant, on the death of L., entered into 
possession of the property. The plaintiff alleged that under the will he 
became entitled to the property in fee, and he brought the action to recover 
the property. The defendant alleged that L. took an estate tail under the 
will, that be had barred the entail, and that he had devised the property in 
fee to the defendant, The plaintiff demurred to the statement of defence, 
Cave, J., held (L. R. 8 Q. B. D. 578), though not without some doubt, that 
L, took an estate for life, followed by a remainder in fee to his issue as 
purchasers if he had children, and a remainder in fee to H. if he had no 
children, The Court of Appeal (Jesser, M.R., Sir James HaNnen, and 
Linptky, L.J.) affirmed this decision.—Soricitorns, J. H. Wrentmore ; 
Crowder, Anstie, § Vizard, 





PrinctpaL AND AGENT—UnpiscLosep Princtpac—Parivity or Contract 
—Ricut to sur—Ricut or Person DEALING WITH AGENT TO SET OFF 
Acent’s Dest aGatnst Principat.—In a case of Masyons v. Mildred, before 
the Qourt of Appeal on the 7thinst., an important question arose as to the 
extent of the right of a merchant in this country, to whom goods are con- 
signed for sale by the agent of an undisclosed foreign principal, to set off, as 
against the principal, moneys due to him on the general balance of accounts 
between himself and the agent, and to retain the balance out of the proceeds 
of sale of the principal’s goods, or, in case of loss of the goods at sea, out 
of the proceeds of policies of insurance effected on them by the consignee in 
his own name. The plaintiffs were merchants in Havannah ; the defend- 
ants were merchants in London. A firm of Demestre & Co. carried on basi- 
ness in Havaonah as shipping agents, bankers, and importers, and were 
employed by the plaintiffs to ship goods for them to the defendants, for sale 
on the plaintiffs’ account. The defendants knew Demestre & Co., avd corres. 
ponded with them and had extensive dealings with them, but, although the 
plaintiffs knew who the defendants were, aud wished Demestre & Co. to 
employ them, the defendants knew nothing of the plaintiffs, and when the 
plaintiffs sent goods through Demestre & Co, to the defendants for sale, the 
goods were sent in Demestre & Co.’s name, and the defendants accounted to 
Demestre & Co. for them, and Demestre & Co. accounted to the plaintiffs. Oo 
the other hand, the defendants acted as bankers and factors for Demestre & 
Co., and made them advances, upon the understanding and agreement that 
Demestre & Co, should remit to the defendants cash, bills, or goods to cover 
those advances. The defendants kept only one account with Demestre & Co., 
although they sometimes made advances on specific consignments. In July, 
1880, the plaintiffs arranged with Demestre & Co. to forward to the defendants for 
sale a cargo of tobacca. Demestre & Oo. accordingly chartered a ship in their 
own name, the tobacco was put on board, the bills of lading for it being made 
outin their name. In accordance with telegrams sent by Demestre & Co., 
directing them to insure the cargo for £11,000, the defendants effected an 
insurance for that amount by slips in the usual way, but the policy was not made 
out and signed until the 18th of September. The policy was effected by the 
defendants in their own names, and for the benefit of all persons interested. 
On August 9 the defendants were informed by a letter from Demestre & Co, 
that they were acting in the matter as agents for a principal, whom they 
spoke of as the “interesado,” but whose name they did not mention. A few 
days before the policy was obtained Demestre & Co. failed. The ship was 
lost, and before the underwriters had paid to the defendants the amount in- 
sured the plaintiffs claimed to be entitled to it, and the defendants knew of 
this claim. The defendants received from the underwriters £11,000, and they 
sought to retain the whole of it, upon the ground that Demestre & Oo. were 
indebted to them to a larger amount upon the general balance of accounts 
between them. The plaintiffs, on the other hand, contended that they were 
entitled to the whole £11,000, after deducting the premiums paid by the de- 
fendants for effecting the policies, and what, if anything, Demestre & Co, 
might have deducted or set off as against the plaintiffs, if Demestre & Co, had 
received the policy moneys and remitted them themselves, The action was 
brought by the plaintiffs to recover the £11,000 from the defendants. At the 
trial before Manisty, J., the jury found that the tobacco was the property of 
the plaintiffs; that the defendants were not employed by the plaintiffs, but 
by Demestre & Co., to sell the goods and account for the proceeds, but that 
the defendants knew or had reason to believe that Demestre & Co. were acting 
as agents for an undisclosed principal. Also that the defendants were em- 
ployed, not by the plaintiffs, but by Demestre & Co., to receive the amount 
of the insurance for them, and that they received it on account of Demestre & 
Co. and the individual interested. Also, that the plaintiffs authorized 
Demestre & Co. to consign the goods in theirown name, and that the ingur- 
ance was effected ‘‘ for all parties whom it might concern.” Upon these 
findings judgment was sntered for the defendants. The Court of A 
JesseL, M.R., and Linptey and Bowen, L.JJ.) reversed the 

DLEY, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said that the ques- 
tions at issue reduced themselves to two—viz. (1), Could the plaintiffs sue the 
defendants at all? :(2) If they could, were the defendants eatitled to the 
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set-off they relied on? With respect to the firet question the defendants eon- 
tended that they were accountable to Demestre & Co. alone; that there was 
no privity of contract between the plaintiffs and the defendants, and that the 
plaintiffs had no right to sue, unless in the name of Demestre & Co. In 
support of this contention reliance was placed on the Spanish law prevailing at 
Havanpab, on the judgment of Lord oF saci in Armstrong v. Stokes (Li. R. 
7 Q. B. 598), and on the decisions in The Eibinger Actien Gesellschaft v. Claye 
(L. R. 8 Q. B. 18), and The New Zealand Land Company v. Watson (29 
W. BR. 694, L. R. 7Q. B. D, 374). The Spanish Code authorized an agent 
to act in his own name, relieved him from all obligation to disclose 
his principal, bound him as if he were the privcipal, and precluded 
the principal from enforcing the contract made by the agent, unless the 
egent bad first transferred his right of action to his principal. These 
roles, moreover, applied to cases in which the agent was known by 
the person dealing with him to have a principal, if the name of that prin- 
cipal was not disclosed. The defendants were aware of the Spanish law on 
this subject, and contended that they were entitled to treat Demestre & Co, 
as principals and owners of the cargo, and to ignore the plaintiffs altogether. 
The Spanish law appeared to the conrt to be a circumstance to be taken into 
account in considering the nature and extent of the authority given by the 
plaintiffs to Demestre & Co,; but the Spanish law was not, in the opinion 
of the court, material for any other purpose. The contract between 
Demestre & (o, and the defendants was governed by English law, not 
Spanish, and the persons who could sue and be sued on that contract in 
England muat also be determined by our Jaw, and not by the law of Spaio. 
The question to be considered was the nature and extent of Demestre & 
Co.’s autbority, and the knowledge which the defendants had on that 
subject. The plaintiffs certainly authorized Demestre & Co. to ship the 
tobacco in question in their own nawes, and to consign it to the defendants 
for sale. The tobacco was unquestionably the plaintiffe’ property, and was 
to be aold on their account, and was to be insured for them as owners. 
Demestre & Co., were, in the opinion of the court, authorized to receive the 
proceeds of the sale of the goods from the defendants in the event of a 
sale ; but the court could not adopt the defendants’ contention that Demestre 
& Co. had authority to deal with the goods as their own, nor did they in 
fact so deal with them, When the defendants received the telegrams from 
Demestre & Co., and effected a provisional insurance, they did not know to 
whom the cargo belonged, nor for whom it was to be insured. But, before 
the 18th of September, when the policy was really effected, the defendants 
knew that Demestre & Co. were acting for some third person, alluded to 
ag the “interesado,” both in shipping the goods and ‘in ordering the 
insurance; and with this knowledge the defendants effected the ineuor- 
ance in their own pamer, for the benefit of all persons interested. 
The provisional insurances were effected by unsigned slips in the usual way ; 
they were in law not binding cn the underwriters, and it was impossible to 
treat the defendants as having effected the policies for their own benefit, or 
for the benefit of themselves and Demestre & Co., to the exclusion of the 
“jnteresado.” The jury were quite right in finding that the defendants 
effected the insurances for the benefit of all concerned—i.¢., as it turned ont, 
for the benefit of the plaintiffs and of Demestre & Co. and of the defendants, 
according to their respective interests in the cargo. The plaintiffs being the 
owners of the cargo, the insurance was, consequently, for their benefit, sub- 
ject to the liens, if any, of Demestre & Co. and of the defendants respec- 
tively. The question then arose whether, by English law, the plaintiffs were 
entitled, as undisclosed principals, to sue the defendants for the money they 
had received in respect of the insurance thus effected? The English law 
respecting undisclosed principals was well known to differ from the law of 
many other, if not most other, countries. Their law was similar to that of 
Spain. But that by our law the plaintiffs were entitled to sue the defendants 
under the circumstances had been Jong settled. That the plaintiffs could 
sue, if they were not foreigners carrying on business abroad, was plain from 
the cases collected in the notes to Thompson v. Davenport (2 8. L. C. 390, &e., 
8th ed.), and from Irvine v, Watson (28 W. R. 363, 5 Q. B. D. 102, 414), 
But it was contended that, inasmuch as the plaintiffs were foreigners carry- 
ing on business abroad, the case was different. The court was, however, 
unable to come to this conclusion. In the first place, Lanyon v. Blanchard 
(2 Camp. 596), Mann v. Forrester (4 Camp. £0), and Manns v. Henderson (1 
East, 335), were direct authorities in support of such an action as this. In 
the second place, it was to be observed that this was not a case in which the 
defendants dealt with an English house actiog for a foreign principal. 
Demestre & Oo. were themselves a foreign house, and, although the defendants 
relied upon a custom or usage of trade which, it proved, would have shown 
that there was no contract between the plaintiffs and the defendants, the 
alleged custom or usage was not proved. Thirdly, the defendants were 
neither buying from nor selling to Doteatee & Co. ; they were simply eon- 
signees for sale, acting for Demestre & Co., who, as the defendants knew, 
were themselves acting for some third person. In these respects the case 
differed from T'he Elbinger Actien Gesellschaft v. Claye and Hutton v. Bullock 
(21 W. B. 809, L. R. 8 Q. B. 331), As regards foreigners who bought and 
sold goods through English commission merchants, the law was stated by 
Lord Blackburn in Armstrong v. Stokes (L. R. 7 Q. B. 505) thus: 
“The great inconvenience that would result if there were privity of contract 
established between the foreign constituents of a commission merchant and the 
home suppliers of the goods hag led to a course of business, in consequence of 
which it has long been settled that a foreign constituent does not give the 
commission merchant any authority to pledge bis credit to those from whom 
the commissioner buys them by bis order and on his account. It is true that 
this was originally (and in strictness perhaps still is) a question of fact ; but 
the inconvenience of holding that privity of contract was established 
between a Liverpool merchant and the grower of every bale of cotton which is 
forwarded to him in consequence of his order en to a commission merchant 
at New Orleans, or between a New York t and the supplier of every 





bale of goods purchased in consequence of an order to a London commission 
merchant, is so obvious and so well known, that we are justified in treating it 
as a matter of law, and saying that, in the absence of evidence of an express 
authority to that effect, the commission agent cannot pledge his forei 
stituent’s credit.” This view of the law was acted upon in the two cases in 
L, R. 8 Q. B. already referred to. But their lordships were not 
authority extending this exception to the general rule to such @ case as 
The New Zealand Land Company v. Watson was strongly relied 
defendants as an authority against the plaintiffs’ right to maintain 
That case seemed at first sight very like the present in many respects. 
the differences were as important as the resemblances. The authority 
course of dealing in that case were different from those in the present 
The New Zealand Land Company v. Watson, the plaintiffs 
their goods to an English house by whom the defendants were 
the English house were the plaintiffs’ del credere agents. Both these cir 
stances were wanting in the present case. If the present plaintiffs were 
persons employed by the defendants, the decision in question wou 
closely resemble this than it does, The truth seemed to be that in 
Zealand Land Company v. Watson, the doctrine laid down in Armstrong ¥. 
Stokes was carried one step further than it bad been before, and the 
defendants contended that it ought to be carried a step further still, to be 
extended to cases in which an English house was employed by @ foreign agent 
for a foreign principal, who afterwards sued the English house. Where 
English merchant acted as a middle-man for a foreign undisclosed principal, 
buying or selling through him, the person dealing with the English merchant 
did not, prima facie, contract with the undisclosed principal, and to this extent 
the ordinary English doctrines relating to undisclosed had been 
gradually modified with reference to mercantile usage convenience. But 
their lordships were not aware that any decision weot further than this, and they 
did not feel warranted in further encroaching on those doctrines. Their 
adopted the view of Lord Blackburn in L, RB. 7 Q. B. 704, that it was too late 
now to question the propriety of the English Jaw on this subject. If the English 
law was to be made to conform with foreign law in this og it mast be by 
legislative enactment rather than by jadicial decision. second conten- 
tion of the defendants was that, even if the plaintifis were entitled to sus the 
defendants, the defendants were entitled to a lien or right of set-off against the 
laintiffs in respect of the amount due to the defendants from Demestre & 
‘o. on the general balance of their accounte. This question, whether regarded 
as a question of lien or as a question of set-off, must again be determined by 
English law, and, according to our law, the right of the ts to a lien or 
set-off depended on a question of fact—viz., whether the defendants did or did 
not know that Demestre & Co. were acting for an undisclosed principal before 
the defendants’ alleged lien or right of set-off accrued. It was admitted that 
the defendants knew the plaintiffs’ real position before the defendants reeeived 
the proceeds of the policy, but it was contended that they had no notice of s 
agency when they effected the insurance, and that, consequently, they — 
a lien on the policy for the balance due to them by Demestre & Co., that 
this lien entitled the defendants to retain the proceeds of the policy. It had, 
however, already been shown that when the defendants obtained the policy 
the 18th of September they knew of the interesado, and that the insurance was 
for bis benefit. It had also been shown that the i insurance 
by the defendants before they bad this — —- - — ose 80 as to 
put them in a better position than the policy & follo therefore, 
that the lien or set-off contended for could not be maintained. The rule 
which allowed a person who dealt with an agent not known to be such to set- 
off against his principal any debt due from the agent to the person so dealing 
with him was well settled (George v. Glagett, 2 8. L. O. 118), but it was 
equally well settled that this rule did not apply where the person dealing with 
the agent knew bim to have a principal, although the nawe of the principal 
might not be disclosed. Whether the undisclosed principal carried on busi- 
ness in this country or abroad was immaterial. Upon this point, as well as 
the first, the defendants relied on The New Zealand Land Company v. Watson ; 
but the main difference between that cuse and the present had been already 
pointed out. As regarded the money sought to be set off in that case, the set 
off was made before the plaintiffs had made any claim against the defendants ; 
while here the plaintiffs made their claim before the defendants received the 
proceeds of the policy. In The New Zealand Land Company v. Watson the 
plaintiffs sought to follow their goods and the proceeds theseot into the hands 
of the defendants, and the court appeared to have thought that, although they 
might have followed the goods, they could not have followed the proceeds after 
they had been set off. It was difficult to follow this reasoning. The ob- 
servations of Lord Blackburn about following goods (L. R. 7 Q. B. 606) 
ought to be constantly borne in mind in cases of this description, He said : 
“It is right, in order to avoid misapprehension, to ssy ‘ 
repeatedly used by the counsel for the plaintiff, that the vendor has.a right to 
follow the goods, is, in our opinion, calculated to mislead, There are cases, 
such as that of Wilson v. Hart (7 Tannt. 295), to which such a phrase would 
be applicable; bat those, as is pointed out io 2 Smith's Cases, 
proceed on the ground of fraud. In the absence of frand, unless the person 
receiving the goods is a party to the contract under which the goods were sold, 
the vendor has no right to follow them. If the goods were bricks sold toa 
contractor he could not charge the owner of the house iato which they were. 
built, though he might do so if the person supposed to be the contractor 
turned out to be really agent for the owner of the house ; and 
the same in such a case as the present.” Applying these obs« to The 
New Zealand Land Company’s case, the inability o 
their goods into the hands of the defendants and 
satisfying the defendants’ lien, would seem to have 
decided that there was no contract on which the pleiatiffs could sue the 
ee _— ny Fs an had when they the insurance, 
to it and to the know the 
The New Zealand Land Company’s case could not be regarded as aa authority 
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in their favour. If in this case the goods had not been lost, but bad been sold 
by the defeadants, and they had paid Demestre & O». before the plaintiffs re 
voked their authority to receive payment, such payment won'd have dis- 
charged the defendants, for the plaintiffs clearly authorized Demestre 
& Co. to receive payment, But it was equally clear that the plaintiffs did not 
authorize Demestre & Co. to apply the proceeds of the plaintiffs’ goods in pay- 
ing a debt of their own. Having regard to the authority conferred on 
Demesire & Co. the defendants could not bave asserted as against the plaintiffs 
a lien on the goods or their proceeds for the general balance due from D-mestre 
& Co. Nor, in the circumstances of this case, would the defendants establish 
a better title to the policy or its proceeds than they would have hai to the 
if they bad arrived. If, when the defendants effected the insurance they 
ad effected it for their own benefit, without notice that the goods were not 
Demestre & Co.'s, the defendants might have acquired a better title to the 
policy and its proceeds than they would have bad to the goods; but, as 
matters stood, their lordships were unable to see any distinction between the 
two. Looking at the case broadly, there was some inconvenience, not to say 
injustice, whichever way this case was decided, On the ove hand, it was not 
right to pay one man’s debts out of another man’s money, Which was what the 
defendants were seeking to do. On the other hand, it was not right to avail 
one’s-self of another man’s credit and connection, and not comply with the 
conditions on which that credit and connection rested, and this was what the 
plaintiffs were seeking todo. The plaintiff-, however, never led the defend- 
ants to believe that the goods were Demestre & Co.’s, for, although the bills 
of lading were in their name, the letter which accompanied the bills of lading 
informed the defendants that the goods were not Demestre & Co.'s, and were 
to be insured for the interesado, For the reasovs above given, the plaintiffs 
appeared to their lordships to be entitled to recover the £11,000, subject tothe 
deductions which they themselves conceded ought to be made. 
It is expected that the defendants will apoeal to the House of Lords.— 
Soxicrtors, Walton, Bubb, & Walton; Freshfields § Williams. 





Liutrep Company—RectiricaTion or ReGister—MisrEPRESENTATION— 
Acquisscence—Companirs Act, 1862, s. 35.—In the case of In re The 
Glote Accidental Assurance Company (Limited), ® motion was made by a 
holder of 200 shares in the company for rectification of the register of the 
company’s sharebolders by striking out his name therefrom, and for re- 
payment to him, with interest, of sams paid on allotment of the sbares. It 
appeared that the applicant, in January, 1881, received a prospectus of the 
company stating the capital of the company to be £1,000,000, in £1 shares, 
with a present issue of 500,000 shares at par. It was also stated by the 
Prospectus that all future issues would be at a premium, and that the 
issue of the 500,000 shares was made at par in order to comply with the 
Rules of the Stock Exchange. By a circular issued by the directors in 
December, 1881, the applicant learned that the whole of the capital subscribed 
amounted to some £12,500, of which, at the date of the circular, only £5,800 
had been received, and that after dedacting the preliminary expenses the 
whole amount available for conducting the business of the company was 
some £1,200 or £1,300, On the 22nd of May the company was wound 
up. The svplicant contended that he was induced to apply for the shares 
in the belief that the prospectus set forth that the conditions required by 
the Stock Exebhange for the purposes of obtaining a settling day and quota- 
tion would be complied with by the company, and it was also submitted 
that it was the duty of the directors before commencing business to 
have informed the shareholders of the inadequacy of the capital 
subscribed (Sharpley v. Louth and East Coast Railway Company, L. R. 
2 Oh. D. 663; Eider v. New Zealand Land Company, W. N., 1874, 
p. 85; English, d&c., Rolling Stock Company, Lyon's case, 14 W. R. 720, 
35 Beav. 646). It appeared that the applicant on the 10ch of Janaary 
complained to the directors and asked for the removal of his name 
and the return of his money, but they, on the 13th, wrote absolutely declining 
to entertain the proposal. Three months afterwards the present proceedings 
were commenced. Cutty, J., said that the only tenable ground of the 
application was that the company had commenced business with an in- 
sofficient capital. The applicant was, however, at least after the allotment 
of the shares, bound to peruse the articles of association of the company, 
which wonld have given him notice of the power of the directors to 
commence business at any time after the incorporation of the company, not- 
withetanding that the whole capital proposed by the prospectus had not 
been subscribed. The prospectus had not deceived the applicant, and the 
motion failed so far as it was grounded on misrepresentation, The delay 
of the plaintiff in commencing these proceedings was also fatal to its 
s:ocess. The motion must be refused with costse.—Soxicirors, Johnsons, 
Upton, Budd, § Atkey ; Galmoy § Co. 





Limttep Company—Increase oF CaPiITaAL—SHAREs ISsvED aT Discount 
—Companies Act, 1862, scnep. 1, TABLE A., ART. 27.—In the case of Jn 
re The Ince Hali Rolling Mills Company (Limited), also before Chitty, J., on 
the 11th inst., an adjourned summons was heard, asking that certain share- 
holders who had applied for and been allotted shares issued by the directors at 
a discount of £1 per share, might be ordered to pay that sum on each such 
share, on the ground that the cuntract to issue shares ata discount was ultrd 
vires. It appeared that one of the articles of association of the company pro- 
vided that, subject to any direction to the contrary that might be given by the 
meeting sanctioning an increase of capital of the company, all new sbares 
should be offered to the members in proportion to the existing sbares held by 
them, and, in the event of any such shares having been offered and declined, 
the directors might dispose of the same in such manner as they thought most 
beneficial to the company. In pursuance of this article, the directors issued 

shares in question to the respondents at a discount of £1 per £10 share. 


His lordship said that the contention of the liquidator was not well fonndei, 
There was no doudt but that, ander the article in question, which was, in 
substanos, idenicsl with the corresponding clause in table A., of the Com. 
panies Act, 1862, thedirectors had the power to dispose of shares at a discount. 
[he conclusion which he had arrived at was fortified by a consideration of the 
provisions contained in the Companies Clauses Act, 1863. s. 21, the Railway 
Companies Act, 1867, 8. 27, and the Companies Act, 1869, ss. 5, 6. Bat, 
assuming that the contract was ulird vires, even then it must be set aside in toto ; 
the result of which would ba that tne respondents would be relieved of their 
shares and receive back the sums paid by them in respect of such sbares. 
That this must be so was shown by the observations of the Master of the Rolls 
in Anderson's case (L. R. 7 Ch. D. p. 75). It had been argaed on behalf of 
the liquidator that the creditors had rights apart from the company, bat this 
contention conld not be maintained, for the creditors could obtain nothing 
except through the company. His lordship was also of opinion that the agree- 
ment in the present case was to the benefit of the creditors, aad that the com- 
pany had acted within its powers. The summons must, therefore, be dismissed, 
with costs.—Soxicirors, Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe; Wynne & 
Son. 





Costs—PetiTion—SeRvicve ON Person wHO HAs NO INTEREST—TENDER 
or Sum For Costs,—Ia a case of Somes v. Martin, before Kuy, J., on the 
11th inst., aquestion arose as to the allowance of costs to some respondents 
who had been served with a petition, but who, in the opinion of the court, 
had no interest in the subject-matter. By the willof a testator he gave a 
fund to trustees on trust to pay the income to his daughter for her lite, and 
after her death the property was to be divided amongst her children after 
they arrived at the aze of twenty-two years. The children mortgaged their 
interests under the will. The petition was presented by t3 tenant for life, 
asking (inter alia) for a declaration whether the gift to her children was or 
was not void for remoteness, The children’s mor:gagees had obtained stop 
orders on the fund, which was in court, ani they were served with the peti- 
tion, which asked that the costs of the petitioner and all other proper parties 
to the petition might be taxed and paid out of the fand. No tender of any 
sam for costs was made to the mortgazees when they were served with the 
petition. They appeared at the hearing, and admitted that the gift to the 
children was void tor remoteness, but they asked for their costs. Kay, J., 
said that, under the circumstances, he would not deprive them of costs alto- 
gether, but he would allow each of them the sam of two guineas out of their 
share of the fuod which the petitioner would, sabject to her own life estate, 
take by reason of the intestacy of the testator as to that fund. —SoLicirors, 
Church, Prior, & Co.; Gush & Phillips; W. Tanner. 


Tramways Company — Lease sy LocaL AviHoriry — AGREEMENT’ 
To sHARE BeEneFirs oF Lease—Sratorory Discu,arge— Tramways. 
Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicor. c. 78) 8. 19—Loca, Act—Liveérpoot Tramways. 
Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 126).—I[n ths case of The Onnibus Conveyance: 
Company (Limited) v. The Liverpool United Tramways and Omnibus Company,. 
before Cnitty, J., on the 3rd inst., the plainiiffs claimed in effect the specitic 
performance and damages for non-periorman:e of an azreement entered into 
in the year 1878 betwe-n the plaint ffs and the defendaut;’ pr-de-essors in 
title, by which, ia the event of the eoncession to either party of a lease or 
ruoning powers of or over any or allof certain tramways about to be con- 
structed by the Liverpool Corporation between Liverpool, Wavertree, and West: 
Derby, it was mutuaily agreed by the pa:ties the one to allow to the other 
the benefit of such concession, and t» divide the profits in the proportion 
therem mentioned. The plaintiffs charged that the defendauts had, notwith- 
standing the »greement, entered into au agreement for the purchase by the 
corporation of all tramways belonging to the defendants, and for the leasing by 
the corporation to the defendants of the tramways to be constructed by the 
1ormer in the city of Live:pool, and that the terms of such agreement had. 
been carried out by meaus of the Liverpool Tramways Act, 1880, in which 
was inserted a clat-e (section 46) providing that as soou as the tramways 
authorized to be constructed by the local board of West Derby 
should be completed the local board should lease the sams to 
the defendants for twenty-one years to be worked in conjunction. 
with the tramways in the city of Liverpool. The defendants. 
demorred to the plaintiffs’ statement of claim, principally onthe ground that: 
the Act of 1880, andthe Tramways Act of 1870, rendered the agreement of 
1878 incapable of being carried into effect. Curry, J., said that the question 
turned on the true construction and effect of the special Act—viz., the: 
Liverpool Tramways Act, 1880, and the general public Act—viz., the Tramways. 
Act, 1870. The principle that a contracting parcy was discharged from his: 
agreement and the consequences of non-performance by a subsequent Act of: 
Parliament which put performance out of his power bad _ been 
established by the judgments of the Court of Queen’s Bench in Bayley 
v. De Crespigny (17 W. RB. 494, L. R. 4 Q B. 180), and of the 
Courts of Common Pleas and Exchequer Chambers in Brown vy. The 
Mayor of London (9 COC. B. N. S. 726, and 13 C. B. N. S. 831), 
and it had been lsid dowa that when powers and duties were conferred by 
Act of Parliament affecting the rights and interests of the public, these 
powers aud duties could be exercised only by the persons or bodies on whom 
they were specially conferred. They could not be delegated nor transferred 
(Gardner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Company, 15 W. RB. 325, 
L. &. 2 Ch. 201, per Ouairns, L.J.,W. RK. p. 328, and L. R. p. 212). That 
this was so was not denied on the part of the plaiatiffs, but they contended that. 
the effect of the Acts of 1880 and 1870 was to vest in the defendants a. 
property which was capable of being assigned snd dealt with by them 
according to the provisions of the agreement of 1878. In dealing with this. 
proposition, regard must be had to the decision of the present Master of the 
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11 Ch. D, 611), in which be held that a railway company hed no power to 
alienate any portion of land actually used for the purposes of the undertaking, 
there stating @ priociple applicable not merely to railways, but to undertakings 
of a similar watare, The anxlogy between railways and tramways, which 
were both parliamentary undertakings, was obvious, although there was a 
distinction between railways and tramways, which was perhaps io favour of 
the defendants’ contention—namely, that tramways were for the most part 
constructed on public highways. The Act of 1880 not reciting the agree- 
ment of 1878 (which was stipulated by the agreement itself should be kept 
secret), it was useless to consider how the agreement would have been dealt 
with by the Legislature if it had been disclosed, The Act itself contem- 
plated the working of the tramways by the defendants, and section 46 
especially provided that the corporation should lease the tramways to the 
defendants’ company. Moreover, various provisions of the general Act of 
1870 were incorporated in the special Act of 1880, including the powers of 
the local authority under section 19 of the general Act to lease a tramway 
completed or acquired by them to a person, corporation, or company, with 
the consent and approval of the Board of Trade, and subject to the 
provisions of the Act. The only powers of leasing contained in the 

meral Act were conferred by section 19, but the conclusion his 
ordship had come to, after considering the terms of the Act and its 

licy as derived from its provisions, and particularly from the special and 
imited powers which the Act conferred, and the duties which it imposed for 
the protection of the public, was that no power of alienation was conferred on 
the promoters except those special powers of leasing which, however, were 
vested, notin the promoters generally, but in the local authorities, and there- 
fore that it was ultrd vires on the part of such lessees, on whom various statu- 
tory duties and liabilities were imposed, to part with or delegate their statu- 
tory rights and powers. Nor could any distioction material to the question 
before the court be drawn between the leases under the 19th section of the 
general Act and the leases to he granted under the special Act, His lordsbip 
therefore held that the defendants were incapacitated by Act of Parliament 
from performing the agreement of 1878, and, consequently, excused in law 
from all liability ia respect of the agreement. The demurrer must therefore 
be allowed with the usual consequences.—Soxicitors, Layton & Jaques, for 
Radcliffe, Layton, & Steel, Liverpool; G. L. P. Eyre § Co., for Garrett ¢ 
Tarbet, Liverpovl. 
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Merropouitan Vestry —Improrer ExpEnpiturs or Rates—INJUNCTION 
—PartTies TO ACTION FoR Costs oNLY—MerTropotis LocAn MANAGEMENT 
Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. o. 120).—In a case of The Attorney-General v. 
The Vestry of Bermondsey, before Fry, J., on the 1st inst., a question arose 
as to the making parties to an action persons against whom no relief could be 
obtained, merely for the purpose of obtaining costs from them. ‘T’he action 
was brought by the Attorney-General, at the relation of a ratepayer of the 
parish of Bermondsey, the relator being also a co-plaintiff, against the vestry 
(which was a corporate body under the Act 18 & 19 Vict. c. 120) and six 
individuals who were members of the vestry. The plaintiffs alleged that the 
vestry intended to pay out of the parish rates the expenses of a dinner and a 
ball, which had been given to celebrate the opening of a new vestry hall, and 
that this expenditure would be illegal. Resolutions authorizing this expendi- 
ture had been proposed and seconded by some, and supported by others of the 
individual defeodants at meetings of the vesiry. The plaintiffs claimed an 
injunction to restrain the defendants from applying any portion of the rates 
in paying these expenses, and that the defendants, other than the vestry, 
might pay the costs of the action. On a motion for an injunction against 
the vestry they submitted to a perpetual injunction, without costs, which 
were not asked against them. Tue other defendants delivered no statement of 
defence, and the action afterwards came on as against them on a motion for 
judgment in default of pleading. It was contended that they ought to be 
ordered to pay the costs of the action, as they had induced the vestry to resolve 
on the improper expenditure, and, if they did not pay the costs, the plaintiff, 
being a ratepayer, would have to bear his proportion of them, Reliance was 
poor on the case of Attorney-General v. Compton (1 Y, & C, Ch. 417). 

RY, J., said that there was no allegation of any intention on the part of 
the individual defendants to do anything wrong. That allegation was con- 
fined to the vestry, and this was quite proper, for, except as forming part of 
the majority, the individual vestrymen would have no control over the fuads 
of the vestry. There was, therefore, no allegation which could support an 
injunction as against the individual defendants, Could then any relief be 
granted against them in the shape of payment of costs? ‘They were not 
brought before the’ court as sureties for the payment of costs by the prin- 
cipal defendants, but as primarily liable to pay costs, and no other relief was 
asked against them. As a general rule, persons could not be made parties to 
an action simply for the purpose of making them pay costs. Could this be 
done because the plaintiff might say that, as a ratepayer, he would be iojured 
if the vestry had to pay costs out of the rates? It might be that if the 
vestry had been ordered to pay aay costs they could have recovered them from 
the individual defendants who had led them astray. But there could be no 
such right of iodemnity when the vestry had not been ordered to pay any 
costs, And, if there was any such right of indemnity, it would be in the 
vestry, not in the plaintiff. In the absence of any collasion, no individual 
ratepayer would have such a right. There was no gruund for granting any 
relief against the individual defeadants by way either of injanction or costs. 
Attorney-General v. Compton was distinguishable, because there the in- 
dividual corporators had so far lei the corporation astray that they had paid 
money improperly out of their coffers, and this money had to be recouped by 
somebody, and the individual defendants vere ordered to repay it. But that 
was in no way parallel to the present case, in which no muney had been 
paid away by the corporation, and no money, therefore, hed to be paid back. 
But the plaintiffs could not be ordered to pay the costs of the defendants, who 
were the authors of the mischief, and the action must be dismissed as against 





the individaal defendants, without costs.—Sonicirors, Wilkinson & Drew ; R, 
Chapman ; J. Harrison. 


Suretry—Discuarcs sr Creprror—Omission or CREDITOR TO CALL ON 
Principat Destor to Account—CoLvecrtor or Parish Rates—Rereres — 
Rererence ror [Ria.—Powge or CouRT TO Go R&HIND Finptve—Jupica- 
TURE Act, 1873,ss. 57, 58.—In a case of The Guardians of the Mansfeld 
Union v. Wright, before the Court of Appeal on the 6ch inst., the question 
arose whether a surety for a collector of poor rates had been discharged by the 
negligence of the guardians by whom the collector had been appoiated, or of 
the overseers of the parish. And there was the farther question whether the 
court com go behind the finding of a referee to whom, under section 57 of the 
Judicature Act of 1873, issues ot fact in an action have been referred for trial. 
The plaintiffs appointed one Carter to be a collector of rates for the relief of 
the poor ia a parish within their union. Carter, with the defendant and one 
Radford as his sureties, executed a joint and several bond for £100 to the 

ardians, the condition of the bond being that, if Carter should duly, faith- 
fully, and honestly perform the duties of his office of collector, should diligently 
collect the rates, and duly, punctuallv, and correctly account to the person or 
persons lawfully entitled to require him so to account for all moneys from 
time to time collected or received by him in virtue of his office on 
behalf of the parish, and should from time to time pay to the 
person or persons lawfully entitled to receive the same all moneys so collected 
or received by him, and should otherwise duly perform certain duties in con- 
nection with his office, the bond should be void, bat otherwise should 
remain in foll force. The plaintiffs alleged that Carter did not properly 
account forthe moneys which he received as collector, but that he eppropristed 
to his own use and failed to account for sums amounting to not less than 
£84 9s, 6d., and that he ultimately abseoaded, and had failed to perform the 
duties of his office in accordance with the conditions of the bond, The plaio- 
tiffs claimed £100. The defendant admitted his liability to tne ext-nt of 
£84 9s. 6d., the amount embezzled by the collector, and paid that sum into 
court, but denied any further lianility. The plaintiffs afterwards amended 
their statement of claim, and alleged that Carter did not dilicently collect rates 
which it was his duty to collect, and that the plaintiffs had thereby suffered 
damage, in addition to the loss of the £8493, 6d., to the extent of at least 
£15 10s, 6d., poor ratesto that amount, at least, which ought to bave been 
collected, not having been received by the plaintiffs, and having become irre- 
coverable. The defendant, by his amended statement of defence, said that the 
plaintiffe were guilty of Jaches in allowing the rates to remain 
uncollected, and that he was consequentiy discharged from his 
suretyship beyond the sum id into court, The came 
on for trial before Watkin Williams, J., when an order was made, with 
the consent of the parties, that the jury should be discharged, and that the 
issues of fact in the action should be referred to a special referee to take evi- 
dence and report thereon to Watkin Williams, J. The referee, by his re- 
port, found that Carter did not diligeotly collect the rates, and that by 
reason of this damage was occasioned to the extent of at least £15 10s, 6d. in 
addition to the £84 9s, 6d., and that, iu consequence of Carter’s neglect dili- 
geatly to collect the rates, poor rates, amounting to not less than £15 10s. 6i., 
which Carter ought to have collected, had not been received and could not be 
recovered, and so were lost to the parish, The referee farther found that, 
previously to the resignation of Carter, the overseers left the collection of the 
rates to him, and did not see from time to time that he got in the arrears. 
But the referee also found that there was not any negligence or /aches on the 
part of the plaintiffs in respect of the collection of the rates or otherwise. 
Upon this report Watkin Williams, J., held that the plaintiffs were en- 
titled to recover, and that the verdict and judgment must be eotered for them. 
The defendant appealed as to the £15 10s. 6d. Oa the appeal it was urged 
that the guardians could only sue 9s trustees for the overseers of the parish, 
and that they stood in the same position as the overseers would stand if the 
action was brought by them. If the overseers had done their daty io seeing 
that the collector took steps to compel the payment of the outstanding arrears, 
the loss would not have occurred, and this default had discharged the surety. 
It was also urged that on such an order of reference the court bad power to go 
behind the finding of the referee on the facts, and to investigate the evidence, 
The court (Jasset, M.R., Sir James Hannes, and Luxorey, L.J.) affirmed 
the decision, Jxsser, M.R., said that the first answer to the apoeliant’s case 
was that the referee’s report had foand the facts against him. It found that 
the loss had been occasioned by the default of the collector, and the court 
could not go behiod that finding. The reference was made, under section 57 
of the Judicature Act of 1873, to the referee for trial of the issues, and his 
report had the effect of the verdict of a jury. The that the 
guardians stood in the same position as the overseers was not sound in law. 
Of course the persons who would really lose the money would be the rate- 
payers, and it was well understood by persons who entered into bonds of this kind 
that the measure of damages was, not the loss to the guardians, but the loss to the 
ratepayers. The guardians were not saing for the benefit of the overseers. 
If this point failed, toe appeal failed, Bat his lordship thought that, even if the 
overseers had been the plaintiffs, the result would have been the same, for the 
authorities showed that the mere neglect or omission of aa employer to call on 
his servant to account would not discharge the servant's surety. Sir James 
Hawwan was of opinion that the guardians were not responsible for the 
of tue overseers. In order to discharge the sarety some default of the plaia- 
tiffs themselves must be shown, and the referee had found that they had not 
been guilty of any /aches. That finding coald not now be disoas-ed, for it 
stood oo the same footing as the fiading of a jary, and was on the 
court, Whether, if the action had been t by the overseer-, their aches 
would have beeu aa answer, his lordship would not ay, for the fac's were not 
before the court, and he desired not to prejudice that ques:ion. The authori- 
ties plainly showed that the mere passive inet, of the em would 
not discharge the surety of the servant, but that a 
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employer might be set up asa defence by the surety. And, if it could be 
shown that the overseers had neglected seme duty which was imposed on them 
by statu'e, his Jordship thought that, if they had been plaintiffs, the case 
might have tecn brought within the authority of Watts v. Shuttleworth (5 
H. & N. 235). But there was no evidence on this point, and his lordship 
rested his judgment on this, that the guardians were not responsible for any 
neglect of duty by the overseers. Linpuey, L.J., thought it was a mistake to 
treat the guerdians es trustees for the overseers. They were, in substance, 
suing on bebalf of the parish. On the other point his lordship would say 
nothing, because he was not sufficiently acquainted with the facts.—Soxicitore, 
Stevens § Co. ; Hardisty & Rhodes. 








SOCIETIES. ' 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annuel general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held at 
their bal], Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 7th inst., Mr. C. 0. Druce, the presi- 
dent, occupying the chair, 

Mr. Thomas Paine was elected president, Mr. E. J. Bristow vice-president, 
and Mr. 8. Whitehead, Mr. A, G. Parson, and Mr. J. H. Schréder auditors 
of ihe society’s accounts for the ensning year. 

The following gentlemen, who bad already been nominated as candidates for 
the vacancies on the council caused by the death of Mr. F.C. Ouvry and the 
retirement of ten members who, under the bye-laws, went out of office in rota- 
tion, tut were eligible for re-election, were formally proposed and seconded :— 
Mr. J. Hunter, Mr. N. T. Lawrence, Mr. A. S. Munn, Mr. R. R. Dees, Mr. 
T. Paine, Mr. R. Canliffe, Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, Mr. J. Dodds, M.P., 
Mr. J. V. Longbourne, Mr. J, Addison, Mr. C. C. Druce, Mr. E. J. Bristow, 
avd Mr. E. Kimber. 

Mr. Paterson, who was one of the retiring members, did not offer himself for 
re-election. 

As there were thirteen candidates for the eleven vacancies, it became neces- 
sary, under the bye-laws, that a ballot should be taken, and the chairman 
sppointed the 3rd of August for the scrutincers to bring up their report. Mr. 
Day, Mr, Hewlett, Mr. Osbaldeston, Mr. A. J. Finch, and Mr. Gribble con- 
rented to act as scrutineers. 

The accounts of receipts and disbursements for the past year, which was 
taken as read, was approved and adopted. 

The Cuatuman : We have now reached the serious business of the meet- 
ing, and it is my duty, in the nsual conree, to move that the annual report be 
received, approved, and entered on the minates. It has already been circulated 
amongst you, end the usual course at these meetings is to take it as read. 
But I should wish, before that course is adopted, to refer for a moment to the 
pert of it which relates to the remuneration of solicitors, The statement 
which there sppears was as complete as we could wake it up to the time of 
going to press ; but within the last few daye—that is to say, on Tuesday lae$— 
we received from the Lord Chancellor a draft of the proposed order. It 
was sent to us, as members of the council, under the provisions of the Act of 
Parliament, withovt any special reservation or secrecy, But I have hada 
telegram from the Leeds Law Society, which stated that my colleague, Mr. Har- 
vey, bad received an intimation that he was not to circulate it, I believe that 
that to some extent originated in a mistake, but, however that may be, I wish to 
give all effect to any wish of the Lord Chancellor, however expressed. 
Therefore we are rather abstaining from dealing with it at this meeting. I 
cannot tell you that it is satisfactory, I think it probable that the council, 
who will meet early next week to consider the subject, may consider it right 
to draw up and send in some observations on the subject, but at present the 
matter is undecided. 1 cannot think that any useful purpose can be 
answered by discussing it now, and I think I must ask the meeting to leave 
it in the hands of those who have for so Jong done their best to serve them 
well and faithfully, 

Mr. J. M. Crazon observed, with regard to the portion of the report refer- 
ing to the new Law Courts, thet he had, within the last fortnight, inspected such 
of the courts as were completed, and might state generally that the result was 
very satisfactory. The objectionable “well” had absolutely disappeared, 
and there was, in all the courts, a very comfortable table for solicitors, 
which extended the whole length of the seats set apart for the accommodation 
of the bar. A comfortable seat was also provided, and the space between the 
registrars’ table and the Queen’s Counse]s’ benches had been considerably in- 
creased at the suggestion of the council. Jn the common Jaw courts the table 
was £0 placed that the solicitors sat with their backs to the Queen’s Counsel, 
but in the chancery courts they sat with their backs to the judge. He had 
been told that that was done designedly, bot, in his opinion, in all cates the 
seat ovght to be placed under the Queen’s Counsel. The arrangements could 
not, however, be altered at present, but if, by-and-bye, the solicitors found 
they did not like their seats under the registrar, the council could make their 
representations in the proper quarter, and there could be but litile difficulty 

in making the change. 

Mr. RuBEnsrein observed that no provision was made for the accommoda- 
tion of solicitors outside the court. 

Mr. Cranon replied that the subject had not escaped him. He had bad a 
conversation with Mr. Pennington on the subject, and he entirely believed 
that Mr. Pennington would obtain for the solicitors accommodation apart 
from that provided in the room in which the clerks meet. 

The Cuainman remarked, with regard to the hour of meeting, that this 
subject bad been referred to the council to consider, and they still thought 
two o’clock the most convenient time, He moved that the annnal report be 
received and entered on the minutes, 








Mr. E. Kimser, after an allusion ta the value of the time of those present 
at that particular bour of the day, expressed bis surprise that the council, 
in their report, bad made no allusion to the important Bill which was before 
tbe House of Lords, and upon which there had been a discussion the previous 
night in committee, He bad spoken to many members of the profession on 
the subject, who bad expressed but one opinion as to judges of courts of 
first instance being permitted to sit in courts of appeal. He protested 
against any legislation on such a subject without the great body of solicitors 
being first consulted. He believed the majority of the solicitors were 
distinctly of opinion that no jadge of first instance should be allowed to sit 
upon an appeal. If the society was not of that opinion, he was satisfied the 
legal press was, and, so far as he could gather, the public. That was one 


| measure the council might very well have represented to the Lord Chancellor 


and Lord Cairne. Then there was not the slightest reference in the report 
as to keeping more taxing masters at work during the vacation. Under the 
present state of things there was no certainty whatever—however diligent a 
solicitor might have been in getting up his case—that, when he went to the 
taxing master’s office with his bill, he could get an appointment before 
November, With regard to the Supreme Conrt of Judicature Act, 1881, the 
council told them that ‘‘the amendments introduced into the Bill were 
designed for the purpose of providing for this contingency.” He thought 
the members might have been informed what those amendments were, 
Then they stated that they had requested Mr. Gregory to move amendments 
to the Conveyancing Bill in committee of the House of Commons. He 
thought it would be of more advantage to the society if Mr. Gregory were 
to attend their general meetings now and then, and to enlighten them as 
to what went on in Parliamen', and ask their opinion upon the questions 
of the day affecting the legal profession. Again, the 12th bye-law provided 
that a list of the council, showing the number of their attendances at the 
council and committee meetings, sbould be lett in the secretary’s office for 
the inspection of members, in order that they might see witb what diligence 
they bad conducted their affairs, He hoped that in the next report there 
would appear a list of the attendances at fall length, Then, with regard 
to the Copyhold Enfranchisement Bill, he thought the council had 
taken rather a partial view of the measore. They stated that the 
Bill contained a clause confiscating the lords’ rights of chase and warren, 
piscarier, and other rights of hunting, shooting, and fishing, without com- 
pensation. He wonld like to know how the Bill dealt with copyholders’ 
rights, and the opinion of the coancil on that question. Taey simply said, 
“The council agree that these rights, except those relating to fisheries and 
fishing, should be included in all enfranchisements, but they think that the 
lord should be entitled to compensation.” But there were other persons with 
those rights, besides the lords, who might be entitled to compensation. Then, 
with regard to the Parliamentary Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Practices) 
Bill, they told the members that “under the existing law a person can be 
reported without previous notice or without being heard.” This was rather 
too sweeping an observation. So far as he had been able to look into ths 
reports of the commissioners, be had been unable to find the name of a single 
person who had been reported guilty of bribery or corrupt practic2s unless he 
had been heard in some way or another. Many of the witnesses had been 
heard at great length, and with exemplary patience, throughout the com- 
mission, and he scarcely coincided with the council when they said, ‘* On the 
ground of public policy this privilege should also be accorded, because, when 
the client has found that his seat is gone, be cares but litilc abont the con- 
stituency, and may be willing to tell the commissioners, through his solicitor, 
all he knows. The Solicitor, having once obtained information under the 
pledge of confidence, should not be compelled to disclose it.” Let them think 
under what circumstances the solicitor was employed by the candidate, He 
doubted very moch whether the solicitor was under the pledge of confidence. 
The relation was vastly different from the ordinary relation of solicitor and client. 
There were no secrets that hed to be kept. [Laughter.] The lavghter convinced 
him that there were some secrets which, in the opinion of some, ought to be kept, 
or were generally kept ; but, in his humble opinion, they never ought to be 
kept. There ought to be no secrets, whatever, about the candidature of an 
individual for parliamentary honours. It was not as if he were a party to 
litigation, or were being attacked with regard to his character or property, 
He put himself before his constituency, and said, “‘ Here am I ; [ am ready to 
tell you the whole of my life. Judge of me what I am!” If there was 
anything to conceal, 1t must be something against the map, and, if anything 
of that kind was divulged to a solicitor under a pledge of confidence, it was au 
unjust, immoral, and unrighteous act, The pledge ought not to be kept. He 
had never found the commissioners put this measure of privilege in the way of 
answering questions. He thought, therefore, the council were wrong in 
coming to the conclusion that a solicitor, in such a position, had obtained 
information under the pledge of confidence. But this was vastly different from 
the conclusion the council had rightly come to with regard to the 

which stated that ‘some of the commissioners stringently examined solicitors 
concerned in election petitions as to their acts up to the moment of their 
entering the barristers’ consultation room.” There the council were quite 
right in protesting against the examination of a solicitor, because, from the 
moment he was employed by a candidate, either to prosecute or defend, he was 
entitled to plead privilege, bat not before, and from that moment he ought to 
be protected. 

Mr. F. K. Munton thought that as the subject of legal procedure was 
under discussion it would be convenient for him to at once make his observa- 
tions. He bad given notice of a motion, as follows :—‘* That, having regard 
to the frequent and sometimes inconvenient changes of practice in the courts 
and offices, it is desirable that the council should nominate, from the body of 
the society, under proper regulations, a permanent committee of fifteen 
members actively engaged in contentious work, such committee to be em- 
powered to watch these and kindred matters, and take and receive evidence 
trom the profession, with the view of reporting from time to time modifications 
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or improvements in practice to be submitted by the council (should they 
think fit) to the Lord Chancellor or other controlling official.” This motion 
materially affected the question of legal procedure. It would be admitted 
that the giving to a committee of the members the consideration of the legal 
procedure had worked well, and he thought it would also be agreed that 
there were several measures in connection with legal procedure which still 
required attention. He would first allude to the scandal—for it was nothing 
else—of the condition of the cause lists, both at Westminster and at Lincoln’s- 
inn. It was impossible to ascertain whether there would be one court or six 
courts sitting, or one judge or six judges ready to hear nisi prius causes. 
They heard judges state from the bench that, in consequence of the ignorance 
of somebody—he (Mr. Munton) presumed the solicitors—it was erroneously 
assumed that there were difficulties in the way of getting trials carried out. 
He ventured to appeal to anyone engaged in common law and contentious 
business as to what was the present state of things at Westminster Hall. It 
was almost impossible toarrive at any kind of satisfactory conclusion as to when 
they could get a cauce heard after it was entered, and that was one of the 
reasons why, comparatively speaking, so few causes were entered there. He 
would appeal especially to solicitors dealing with commercial cases to bear 
him out when he said that they were prepared to adopt almost any course 
and to sacrifice almost anything in order that they might avoid going iuto 
Westminster Hull for trying a cause, They could scarcely ever reckon upon 
finding the counsel, and if they found the counsel there was a difficulty in 
finding the court. He saw that within the last three days an anvouncement 
had appeared in the newspapers, in the official list of causes to be heard, 
which ought at once to be taken up by the council on behalf of the society, 
They had been accustomed to the farce for several days of the announcement 
that Mr. Justice A. would take certain cases from Mr, Justice 
B. in the court of Mr. Justice ©. That was confusing in itself, 
but that had been entirely capped by the statement in the official 
notice of Monday morning—Mr, Justice Field will try the follow- 
ing causes with witnesses (naming five or six causes) to-day or to- 
morrow! Just let them imagine the state of things when a solicitor has a 
number of witnesses, It wasan absolute disgrace, and ought to be remedied, 
And yet when solicitors went before the taxing masters constant remarks 
were made about the great expense of trials. Anyone who would take the 
trouble to look at the list in the Z'imes newspaper, and see the extraordinary 
number of times in which cases appeared day after day, with occasional 
sudden jamps of perhaps a week without being heard, would see that they 
had arrived at a state of things which never ought to have occurred. 
Another measure which seemed to require grave consideration was the 
condition of affairs with sheriffs and their officers. This might not be an 
important question to every member present, but he ventured to say that 
there existed no more disgraceful state of things in the legal profession than 
the way in which, as a whole, executions were levied by the under-sheriffs 
and their officers, and the mode in which they assessed their fees, and the 
delays there were in executing the writs, and, worse still, the delays in 
getting the money after they were executed. He had expressed his views 
of it by recently bringing an action against a prominent sheriff of a home 
county, and he had recovered damages from that sheriff for bis haviog 
detained his (Mr. Munton’s) client's money for six or seven weeks after he 
or his officer had obtained it. These observations would apply to the bailiffs 
of the county courts, aod he had resolved, so far as it lay in his power, to 
put his foot upon this state of thinge, and he would bring an action in 
every case where be had reason to believe the officer of the county court 
or the sheriff had obtained the money and was retaining it from his client, 
even if he (Mr. Munton) had to pay the costs himself. He had a case in 
which he bad written to the baliff of a county court, who had replied that, 
inasmuch as the defendant was in such and each a position, he had thought 
it not advisable to press him. He (Mr. Munton) at once wrote to the judge 
to the effect that it was new to him for any bailiff to sit as jadge and give 
time to the defendant. That had very soon brought him the bailiff’s levy 
and costs. It might be that when the members had a complete statement 
tor those who were dealing with the legal procedure rules some of these 
measures might be dealt witb, and therefore he had put his motion upon the 
paper. He did not, however, propose to press his motion, and for the fol- 
lowing reasons : whilst he thought that all would ee with him, and these 
measures required consideration, and that they would perhaps be better con- 
sidered in the first instance by a committee of the members who were engaged 
in contentious business, and whose opinion, if expressed with due con- 
sideration, would be listened to by the members of the council, yet he did 
not press the motion, because he hoped to be able to enlist the attention of 
at least fourteen or fifteen members who were engaged in contentious business 
who would take up the measure and report to the council; and if it should 
torn out that the work thrown upon such a committee is shown to be of 
such a character that it might very reasonably be in some way formally 
adopted by the council, he would ask the council to give their opinion thereon 
at the next annual meeting. 

Mr. F. R. Parker expressed his great disappointment that the council 
had not been able in their report to make some better statement with 
regard to the library. It contained merely a record of the independent 
exertions of independent members, and there was no contribation by the 
council towards that important part of their institution. In his opinion, the 
library was unworthy of the society, and, if it were made more what it 
should be, it would doubtless be the means of attracting to the society a 
large number of members. The Law Courts would shortly be opened, and 
they ought to look to the large number of solicitors who would be brought 
to the courts for an increase in their members, The library was becoming 
more and more a class-room for the students who went there to learn their 
lessons which were to be said to their coaches on the next day. They not 
only read the books to be found in the library, but brought their own for 





the purpose of studying them. He did not wish to turn them ont of the 
institution, pat he thought the members should have the paramount right 
of accommodation. He bad visited the library of Lincolo’s-ino, which 
would compare favourably with their own in many respects. 

Mr. Puit,imore regretted that the council should find it necessary to 
close the library for the purpose of the examivations eight or ten times ia 
the year for two cays and upwards at a time, He submitted that they 
were acting in excess of their powers in sodoing. The seciety bad plenty 
of money in hand, and received upwards of £10,000 a year from thearticled 
clerks, and they might hire a proper place for the examinations. He did 
not see why a small room shoald not be appropriated as a separate library 
for the use of the articled clerks. He moved an amendment to the report 
to the effect that the council expressed regret that they were compelled to 
close the library on 80 many occasions during the previous year, and that 
they hoped to make arrangements which would obviate the necessity of 
sach a course in the fatare. 

Mr, J, B. Fox seconded the amendment. He contended that, under the 
bye-laws, the council were compelled to keep the library open on every day 
except the public holidays, and spoke of the great inconvenience caused to 
members by its being so frequently closed. 

Mr. R. P. MacartTHuR saggested that the suite of apartments which 
were granted to the clab free of cost should be ased for the examinations, 
and thus the inconvenience caused by the closing of the library would be 
avoided. 

Mr, W. Metmorn Watters considered the clab as an institution which 
had conduced materially to the welfare of the society. Many members had 
joined the society simply that they might become members of the clab 
The closing of the library was a measure of necessity, and was done in 
accordance with the power given to the council ander the bye-laws, They 
could not send the students ont to be examined at taverns or other places, 
The subject had been considered from time to time seriously 
the co uncil, and pans had been prepared for making very substantial im 
provem ents, but ihey had recently had news of the death of their architect 
and he was afraid there were circumstances which would interfere with the 
carrying out of the plans at present, except at a very serious cost. Still, if 
the council thought they saw a way of spending the money remuneratively 
they would do so, and they would necessarily consult the members before 
taking a step which would involve so large an expenditure, If the plans 
could be carried out, there would be ample accommodation both for the 
members and the students. If they would look at the balance-sheets they 
would find that considerable sums of money were spent by the council in 
providing books for tbe library, The present balanoe-sheet showed £417 
for the purchase of books, and, as a law soni) he thought it com 
favourably with most other libraries ia: Li . They were limited in 
space, and the great difficulty they had to contend with was the arrange- 
ment of accommodatioa for the students ; but this was dealt with in the 
plans to which he had referred, and if the members said the council were to 
spend the money they were willing to do so. At the present moment,§ 
however, they had a good library, and a librarian well fitted for his post, 
and who had given every satisfaction to the library committee, 

The amendment was put, and negatived by a large majority. 

Mr. Datron J. MitteR moved s resolution of which he had given notice, 
having for its object the amendment of the bye-law governing the election 
by ballot of members of the council, so as to make it necessary for the 
secretary to forward to each member with the voting- & printed list of 
the attendances of the various members of the council during the past 
year. He observed that the present practice, which was to post such a 
list in the hall of the society, was quite useless, as scarcely any of the 
members saw it. 

Mr. Haroreaves seconded the motion. 

The CuarnMan remarked, on behalf of the council, that there were a 1 
number of members on the council. It was their practice to make the 
meeting in each month a special meeting, at which a larger atteadance 
usual was expected, both of town and country members, bat they did not fi 
that they got through more business on those days when they had a 
attendance than at the other meeting when, perhaps, only half the o 
were present, If they had any measure before them of special interest 
always took care to secure the attendance of the members who would be the 
more useful in dealing with that particular subject. He thought it would be 
highly invidious to print the names as ted. 

r. Watters contended that it was not fair to contrast the attendance of 
members who, like himself, had offices close to the institution with the 
attendance of gentlemen like Mr. Dodds for instance, who resided at Stockton- 
on-Tees, or of Mr. Gregory, who had hig duties to perform at the House of 
Commons, or of Mr. Druce, who had to come from the City. It w 
most misleading to the country members, who would kaow nothing 
There were a great many members they were most anxious to retaia oa 
council who could only attend once a month, They wanted to retain 
services of their past presidents, whose experience, jadgment, and advice 
would be extremely sorry to lose, and the, value of their services could not 
calculated by the number of their attendances, 

Mr, A. E. Finca thoughts the informatioa given by auch a list would 
in the highest degree misleading. He kaew some of the members of 
council who did the greater part of the work, and their attendances ware by 
means the most numerous, Many of the older members had 
experience that a single attendance on their part was worth a 
the other members. 

The motion was negatived, 
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apnu»l] general meeting by adding the words “and the five of such ten who 
have been longest in office shall not be eligible for re-election for twelve months.” 
He referred to # similar motion which bad been brought forward in 1873 
ata special meeting and carried, but which had bern lost at a special meetng 
called for the purpose of confirming it, when the council preduced an opinion 
of counrel that it was ultrd vires. He could not see how that conld be, and 
contended that the society would gain considerably by the fresh blood which 
would be brought into the council if his motion were adopted. 

M:. Macartuur seconded the motion. 

Mr. Finca ssid the motion sought to deprive the members, the electoral 
body, of their right to elect those gentlemen whom they might feel to be the 
most efficient members of the connci). If they had such a rule they could not 
have the best men on the council, Many mea would not care to take office 
with a halter round their necks, knowing the: sfter the experience of yexrs 
required to make a member of the council, ini ead of getting nearer to the 
honour of being president, they were to be told tiey must go. 

Mr. D. T. MiLugR having spoken in favour of the motion, it was put to the 
meeting and negatived by a large majority. 

Mr. Fixcu introduced a motion, ot which he had given notice, requesting 
the council to ‘‘ take all such reasonable and proper steps as may be necessary 
for having restored to the Official Law List the star or asterisk that, from the 
year 1822 continuously to the year 1881, has distinguished the names of mem- 
bers of the society appearing therein.” He observed that had the suggestion 
for depriving the members of the star come from someone outside the society 
it would have been looked upon as a piece of vandalism. The council had, no 
doubt, been actuated by the highest motives, but they bad determined no 
longer to pay the small fee reqnired by the publishers of the Law List, or take 
what little tronble was necessary in order that the star might be affixed to the 
names of members *s had hitherto been the case. It was true the names of 
the members uppeared in the society’s calendar, but the Official Law List was 
a document of considerable age, and one to which everybody referred who 
wanted to know anything about a solicitor. The calendar was issued by a 
private body as far as it was concerned, and could never come into competition 
with the Law List, This change had been made silently and without 
apy application to the members that their views might be made known. 

r. RUBENSTEIN seconded the motion. He thought the society should ac- 
quire the right to print the Official Law List. 

Mr. Watters, in the unavoidable absence of Mr, Lake, the chairman of the 
finance commiiteee, who had been most concerned in the alteration, was 
afraid he must range himself in opposition to Mr. Finch on this 
occasion. Mr, Finch had held up the Law List to admiration as a piece 
of perfection, but he (Mr. Walters) held in his hand a list of the errors of the 
last Law List in which the asterisk appeared. These errors amounted to no 
less than 102 amongst the country members of the society, and 82 amongst the 
London members, making a total of 184. They were omissions of the asterisk 
in almost every case. That was the result of an accurate list of the members 
being furnished to the publishers. The publishers, when these errors were 
pointed out, at first said they h»d not been furnished with an accurate 
list. He (Mr. Walters) had seen the very list that was sent to them, which 
‘was accurate and complete, »nd what showed they were in error was the fact 
that they had never been paid their usual £10 10s. for the last publication. 
The arrangement as to the payment of £10 10s. dated from 1879. Prior to 
that time the publishers had sent the proof sheets for correction, and very 
frequently they were s+nt too late for correction without reprinting, and he 
thought that on the last occasion it bad cost £120 to reprint the proof sheets 
which were put forward with so many errors. Under these circumstances 
the arrangement of 1879 was come to ; under it the secretary furnished them 
with the necessary lis's. When the publication of the calendar was decided 
upon, the calendar committee come to the conclusion, in view of the great 
inaccuracy of the Law List in this respect, that the members should appear in 
the society’s own official list. The whole of the Law List was not official ; 
the only official list of members of the society was in the society’s calendar. 
The asterisk in tie Law List was simply an arrangement made by the 
covncil with the publishers es tradesmen, and if there was a demand for the 
asteri-k to appear the publishers would find it worth their while to put it in 
themselves, Why thould the society pay the £10 10s. a year, and employ the 
society's own staff in ineff+ctually endeavouring to perfect their publication, 
when they could take it themselves from the society’s calendar to print it ? 
The calendar appeared in February, the Law List in April, and the publishers 
were welcome to every information they could g+t from the calendar. The 
cxlendar was com} |ete informations as regarded every:hing connected with the 
society, and the council might perhaps extend it ro asto include a list of all 
solicitors taking out their certificates, It would possess the advantage of the 
information being given in February instead of waiting till April. There 
were oneor two difficulties in the way of this, but he hoped the council 
would be able to overcome them. It would notof course be evidencs by Act 
of Parliament, but in course of time it might become the official calendar of 
solicitors. Why should it not? The society bad the official custody of the 
roll of solicitors. They were the registrar of solicitors. Why sbould not they 
publish the official list of solicitors? If they restored the asterisk 
to the Law List they would be rather militating against the 
possibility of anything of the kind. Suppose the meeting passed 
a resolution that the asterisk should be restored, the publishers 
would see that resolation and say to the council, ‘* Now you have to do this, our 
price is £500.” Mr. Finch should te prepared to tell the society that the 
publishers would do it on the old terms. The council had put an end to it 
because they had thought the work was very imperfectly done, and they 
thought it better they should bave their own official list. The effect of pub- 
lishing the list in the calendar, he believed, though he could not say positively, 
had been to largely increase the number of members of the society. The 
incre»se in the number of members had been largely augmented, and during 
the first half of the present year the number had reached 234. It bad been 














suggested that the sense of the general body of members should have been 
taken on the subject, but he thought that to a certaia extent the members of 
the council must be trusted. The members of the council had no strong 
views upon the subject of the change, and if the society, as a society, were 
de-irous of having the asterisk restored, the council would, of coarse, give the 
measure their best consideration. His own judgment, which he thought was 
shared in by his colleagues, was that they had better leave it where it was, 

Mr. Parker thought it was simply a question of £10 10s., the payment of 
which he believed the meeting wou'd most heartily authorize. When they 
wanted to know something of a solicitor with whom they were not acquainted, 
the first thing they did was to turn to the Law List and see whether he had 
the asterisk or not ; and now Mr. Walters was claiming that they should refer 
to a book of two years’ standing instead of one of forty. The Law L:st was 
used by everybody, whether members of the profession or not, whilst the 
calendar only went to the members of the society. 

Mr. Fincu, in reply, understood that by reason of the action of the council 
the asterisk could not be restored under a cost of thirty guineas, but they 
were in the hands of a highly-respectable firm, and they might rely upon their 
doing it without attempting to extort £500. It could be restored by thirty 
guineas, and in his opinion it was worth 300 guineas. 

The motion was carried, with scarcely a dissentient, amidst applause. 

Mr. Kimper moved ‘That, as the tendency of recent and prospective 
legislation is to extend the jurisdiction of the county courts, the whole 
question of their practice and procedure be referred to a committee of this 
society, to consider it »nd report to the council thereon.” He urged that the 
more the question was investigated the more the public would be opposed to 
the handing over of any more business to the county courts as at present con- 
stituted. Up toa certain figure the county courts had been productive of 
great public good, but when they had imposed upon them the administration 
of Admiralty, Equity, and Bankruptcy business, and now the Employers 
Liability Act, the burden was greater than they could bear. 

Mr. D, T. MIvusr seconded the motion, 

Mr, G, A. CrowpEr, as a member of the Legal Procedure Committee, 
observed that the committee were of opinion that this measure onght to be 
considered, but very few of the members of the committee had practical 
acquaintance with county court work, and they thought the subject had 
better be relegated to another committee, who might be better able to deal 
with it. They were certainly of opinion that it was a subject which ought 
to be discnssed and settled. 

Mr. 8S. Day would just remind the council that there was a society called 
the County Court Society, and that would be a good list from which to take 
the names for the new committee. 

Mr. Kiser asked whether that was not a society of officials. 

Mr. Day replied in the affirmative, but remarked that because a solicitor 
wes an officia) be should not be tabooed from exercising his knowledge. 

Mr. H. E. Grissie thought the present not a very appropriate time to 
form the committee when there was a chance of extra work being thrown 
on the county courts. He submitted that it should be postponed until they 
knew what the result of the new roles would be, and moved an amendment 
accordingly. 

Mr. Haywarp seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Ricarpson asked those gentlemen who did not practise in the 
county courts to abstain from voting on a measure in which they had little 
or no interest. Those of them who practised in the county courts knew 
what great need there was for reform. 

The amendment was negatived, and the motion was then put and carried. 

A committee was formed of the following geutlemen, with power to add 
to their nomber:—Mr. F. K. Manton, Mr. Whitehead, Mr. Roberte, Mr. 
J. E. Fox, Mr. Rubenstein, Mr. E. Kimber, Mr. H. H. Richardsoo, Mr. 
Proudfoot, Mr. J. Mote, and Mr. R. J. Macarthur. 

Mr. Francois Miuer, looking at the hour which had been reached, by 
leave withdrew the motion of which he bad given notice for the passing of 
a new bye-law, as follows, “That a general meeting of the society sball 
be held at such time and place in the month of January or February as the 
council shall appoint,” remarking that he would again bring it forward at 
the next annual meeting. 

The following notice of motion in the name of Mr, ©. Ford stood on the 
paper, bat upon the CHairmaN callicg upon Mr. Ford no answer was 
returned :—“ That the supplemental report of the Legal Procedure Com- 
mittee of the society, as appointed by the society on the 18th November, 
1881, be printed and circulated among members of the society.” 

Mr. Harcreaves moved “ That the administration of justice requires the 
abolition of the Long Vacation.” He looked upon the Long Vacation as an 
abuse of justice, and it was a great pity that any civilized country should 
close the temples of justice, for that was practically what it meant, for 
three months ont of the twelve, 

Mr. D. J. Mirige seconded the motion. 

The CuarrmaNn remerked that he would not again sit as president, but he 
might say for himself that, if the motion were carried, and it were his duty 
to make any such representation to the Lord Chancellor, he should do it 
with great alarm. In the first place, he was probably aware of the decision 
to which the Legal Procedure Committee had come, and any such resolo- 
tion to have any weight ought to be passed at a much larger meeting than 
the present, 

Mr. PennincTon agreed with the mover of the resolution in much that 
he had said, but thought he would do mischief if he pressed it. The Legal 
Procedure Committee had made a report on the subject, which report bad 
been uvanimously adopted by the eociety, and he thought they ehould wait 
and see the result of the report before passing any resolution. He therefore 
ventured to appeal to Mr. Hargreaves to withdraw the motion. . 

Mr. HarGreaves, by leave, withdrew the motion. 
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The motion for the adoption of the report was then carried cnanimously. 

Mr. HARGREAVES proposed a vote of thanks to the president and coune il, the 
secretary, under-secretary, librarian, and the rest of the society’s eta ff for 
their able conduct of the affairs of the institution during the past year. 

Tho motion was carried unanimously. : 

Mr. Finca proposed, and Mr. Rickwan seconded, a vote of thanks to 
the chairman, which was unanimonsly adopted. 

The CrarrMan briefly returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 


KENT LAW SOCIETY. 


At the general annual meeting of this society, held at the Royal Kentish Hotel, 
Tunbridge Wells, on the 12th of June, Mr. William Bristow in the chair, 
Mr. William Bristow was elected chairman, in the place of Mr. Cripps, 
deceased, the president, and in the absence of Mr. E. W. Knocker, the 
vice-president, ‘The minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed. 
The treasurer's accounts were audited, and there was found to be a balance in 
his hands of £37 2s, 9d. 

It was proposed by Mr. Stringer, and seconded by Mr. Carnell, and resolved 
unanimously, “that Mr. W. Bristow should be president for the ensuing 
year, 

It was proposed by Mr. Bristow, seconded by Mr. J. Tassell, and 
resolved unanimously, “that Mr, T. F. Simpson be the vice-president for the 
ensuing year.’ 

It was proposed by Mr. Brennan, and seconded by Mr. Carnell, and 
resolved, “that Mr. W. Bristow, Mr. G. F. Carnell, Mr. O. F. Daniel, 
Mr. Hallett, Mr. Hayward, Mr. G. Hinds, Mr. W. Koocker, Mr, Lake, Mr. 
Mace, Mr. Norwood, Mr. H. T, Sankey, Mr. Sharland, Mr. T, F. Simpson, 
Mr. Stilwell, Mr. J. Tassell, Mr, Wildes, and Mr. Winch, together with the 
committee for special purposes, be the committee of the society for the year 
ensuing.” 

It was proposed by Mr. Stringer, and seconded by Mr. Stone, and resolved, 
‘* that the next place of meeting be the Seabrook Hotel, at Hythe,” and carried 
unanimously. 

It was proposed by Mr. Batchelor, and seconded by the chairman, “ that 
the hour to dine next year be six o'clock.” As an amendment, proposed by 
Mr. Carnell, seconded by Mr. Bassett, “that the hour for dinner be four 
o'clock.” The amendment for dining at four o'clock was negatived. As an 
amendment, proposed by Mr. Tatham, seconded by Mr. Simpson, “ that the 
hour of dinner should be seven o'clock.” The amendment for dining at seven 
o’clock was carried. This amendment being put asa substantive resolution 
‘was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Batchelor gave notice of his intention to move at the next meeting that 
rule 8 should be amended as follows : “ The hour of meeting and the hour of 
dining to be at such hours,” &c., to end of rule. 

Mr. Alfred Thomas Simpson, of Tunbridge Wells, proposed by Mr. Stone, 
seconded by Mr. Andrew; Mr. George Wilkinson Prall, of Rochester, pro- 
posed by Mr. Bassett, seconded by Mr. Bristow ; Mr. Frederick Watson 
Stocker, of Lewisham, proposed by Mr. Bristow, seconded by Mr. Bassett, were 
severally duly elected members of the society. 

Mr. King, on behalf of the secretary in his absence, reported the deaths of 
Mr, W. C. Cripps, of Tunbridge Wells ; Mr. E. A. Hilder, of Gravesend ; 
and Mr, A. H. Shepherd, of Greenwich, members of the society; and that 
Mr. A. Russell, of Dartford, had resigned, in consequence of his retiring from 
practice and leaving the county. 

Mr, Carnell proposed, and Mr. W. Bristow seconded, ‘‘ that Mr. A. Russell 
be elected an honorary member of the society,” and carried unanimously. Mr. 
W. Bristow proposed, aud Mr. Tatham seconded, and resolved unanimously, 
‘that the condolences of the society be communicated by the secretary to Mrs. 
Cripps and. her family.” 

The chairman presented to Mr. A. T, Simpson the prize he had obtained 
under the regulations of the society. 

Mr. Brennan and Mr. Andrew called attention to the delay in fixing a scale 
of costs under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. 

Mr. Simpson proposed, and Mr. Tatham seconded, “that the committee 
be instructed to prepare forthwith a memorial. from this society to the Lord 
Chancellor, praying that the scale of remuneration to solicitors be settled as 
quickly as possible, as the present state of uncertainty on the subject is unjust 
to the profession; and that the president be authorized to siga the same on 
behalf of the society, and the same was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Edwin Hughes proposed, and Mr. Andrew seconded, “that it be referred 
to the Special Purposes Committee to take such steps as they may think ex- 
pedient to procure the admission of the presidents for the time being ot the 
provincial societies upon the Council of the Incorporated Law Society,” and 
the same was carried unanimously. 








It is sta'ed that at the recent London sittings 11 special jary and 20 
common jary cases had to be made remanets for want of time to try them ; 
52 oases only were tried out, 21 of which were tried by special juries. 


The Select Committee recently appointed by the Government to consider 
the case of private Bills promoted by local authorities, the provisions of 
which in regard to police or sanitary regulations might conflict with the 
general law, have now reported in favour of varions modifications in the 
Manchester, Bolton, Accrington, Dundee, and other Bills referred to them, 
and it is stated that Mr. Sclater-Booth, the chairmao, will now consequeatly 
move a new Standing Order providing detailed instractions for the guidance 
of the Committee on every sach Bill in future, and making carefal examina- 
tion of the Bill compulsory. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The folllowing candidates were successful at the Intermediate Examina- 


Ainger, William Dawson 

Alexander, Ceci! John Francis 

Ashwell, Arthar Thomas 

Atkinson, William Christopher, B, A. 

Barrow, Arthur 

Barry, Edward Stephenson, B.A. 

Batten, Joseph 

Baylis, Frederic William 

Baynes, Ernest Spencer 

Bidlake, George 

Bird, Frederick Ernest 

Boughton, Charles Edward Ham mond 

Brierley, Samuel 

Brine, Jobn B., B.A. 

Broadbent, George, B. A. 

Brodie, Walter William 

Brown, Henry Camberland 

Browning, Harry 

Budgen, Walter 

Banting, John 

Burges, William Edward Parry, 
LL.M. 

Callaway, John 

Candler, Charles 

Carling, Arthur William 

Carpenter, Arthur 

Chandler, Hugh Frank Wills 

Charles, William Augustus 

Chilton, George Carter 

Clegg, James Earnshaw 

Coker, James Gould, B,A. 

Cooper, Joseph 

Crossley, Samuel 

Cubison, Arthur Edward 

Callwick, Thomas Cartwright 

Dampier, Leonard, B.A, 

Davies, Evan Coleman 

Deacon, Walter John 

Dempster, Frederic Wilberforce 

Dingle, Edgar Smales 

Dobson, Cecil Courtenay 

Dunkerley, Charles Philip 

Ellis, Francis 

Ellis, George Jewel Lister 

Evans, John 

Falcoo, Gordon 

Farrer, Arthur Richmond, B.A, 

Field, Mark 

Fisher, Cecil Urquhart 

Forster, Frederic Edwin 

Foster, Ronald Crossfield 

Fox, William Russell 

Fraser, Claud 

Fraser, John Alexander 

Freeling, Charles Edward Luard, B.A. 

Gates, John 

Glossop, William 

Goodwin, Frederick William 

Gould, Claude William Shephard 

Green, John Henry 

Haddelsey, Samuel Fitzwilliam 

Hansell, Walter Eiward 

Hargreaves, John 

Hatton, Herbert 

Heaton, Charles 

Henderson, William Donkin 

Henstock, Frederick Thomas 

Hodgkinson, James 

Hodgson, George Walton 

Holt, Charles 

Hooper, Harry Dundee, B.A. 

Howell, Joseph Matthew 

Hubbard, William ‘Tarrant 

Hoghes, Herbert A. 

Hume, G. Wedderburn 

Hunt, Samuel Leonard 

Harford, Alexander Edward, B.A. 

Jackson, Arthur 

Jenkins, Richard 

Jervis, Herbert White Jervis, B.A. 

Johns, Richard Braginton 

Jones, Llewelyn Hugh 

Jones, Richard Stoakes, B.A. 








Kent, Arthur C, 


tion, held on the 22ad of June, 1882 :— 


Langford, Charles William 
Lefroy, Franklin G. 
Lemon, Frank 

Lewis, Frank 

Lloyd, Edward Lewis 
Lloyd, John C. 

Long, Walter Stilwell 
Lovibond, Louis 

Low, Tom Frank 

Lunnon, R. H. 

MacFarlane, John Embleton 
McQuade, Andrew 

Marsh, Alexander Selfe 
Mathews, William Wevill 
Matthews, William Charles 
Maunder, Edward Gay 
Mayhew, Frederick George 
Maylor, George Herbert 
Milnes, John Taylor 
Newton, Walter 

Nivld, Charles Edwin 
Nisbet, Edward Gibson 
Norledge, Wiliam Henry 
Oukley, Charles Selby, B.A. 
Oldham, Frederick Mountford 
Parker, George Phillips 
Payne, Charles 

Payne, Henry Rogers 

Peele, Richard De Courcy 
Perrett, Henry 

Phillips, Henry Western Page 
Pomeroy, Johr 

Preston, John William 
Priddin, Ar hur Ernest 
Proud, Robert Dann 

Raby, William 

Randall, Percy Mayor, B.A. 
Read, William John 
Roberts, Charles 

Roberts, Harry 

Roberts, Robert Owen 
Robinson, Richard Satton 
Rosling, Henry 

Ryland, Thomas William, B.A. 
Sanderson, Evan George 
Schlipffer, Ernest Adolphos 
Sikes, Robert Parke 
Simpson, Alexander Prout, B.A. 
Smith, Harry 

Smith, Harry Josiah 
Smithers, Leonard Charles 
Somerville, James Bradley 
Soper, John James Arnsby 
Sprott, Frank Walter 
Stephenson, Matthew 
Stevens, Robert Arthur 
Stigant, Frederick Adam 
Stiles, William Jalland 
Sutherlaod, Jame: Mead 
Taylor, Arthur Frazer 
Taylor, James Fayer 
Terry, William Edward 
Thomas, ‘i'homas 
Thompson, Jonathan Cordakes 
Thompson, Jobn William 
Tibbits, Arthar 
Titley, John Jackson 
Treharne, David 
Trotter, Alexender Clifford 
Tucker, Charles Heyward 
Tunnicliffe, Joha England 
Turnbull, Alexander kk 
Turnbull, Rivers Montaga, B.A. 
Underhill, George Baddeley 
Vallance, Jobn Daniel 
Verden, Henry 

Wadge, Frederick Collett 
Walsh, Percival 

Ward, John Lenton 

Ward, Septimus Gladstone 
Waters, Robert Amor 
Watkins, William 

Watts, Waiter Richard Burgoyae 





Weaver, Charles Henry 
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Weightman, Septimns Rigby 
White, Ernest 

White, George Henry 
Wilkinson, Thomas Lewis 
Williams, Oliver John 


Wilson, Anthony Godfrey 
Wilson, George James 
Wilson, Thomas Russell 


| Witchell, Charles Ado!phi s 


RT 
Finan ExaMINATION. 


The followirg candidates ware encces:fal at the Final Examinations held 
on the 20th and 21st of Jare, 1882 :— 


Ackroy4, Henry Edgar Parkinson 
Aldis, William Ernest 

Algar, Claudius George 
Baildon, William Paley 

Baillie, Thomas James 

Baily, Cornwall Stuart 

Baker, Frederick 

Barber, William George 
Bayton, Francis Nathaniel, B.A. 
Rehan, John Henry 

Bennett, Archibald Sumerville, B.A. 
Berney, George Francis 

Berry, Rdwio 

Bird, Walter Avery 

Bonser, Thomas Richard 
Borrett, Frank Collingwocd Hall 
Boulton, Godfrey, B.A. 
Bracher, Henry James 
Browett, Walter 

Brown, Herbert Benjamin 
Browne, Arthur Septimus 
Brownson. Thomas 

Brnwell, Preancie 

Bulcraig, Henry 

Borchei!, Charles Tafnell Dynes 
Cafferata, Albert Stourton 
Chapman, Thomas 

Chew, Thomas 

Chubb, Francis Osborne Oates 
Clark, Francis Charles 

Comins, William Inones, B. A. 
Congreve, John 

Cooke, Joe 

Cooper, Arthur 

Cooper, Groves Peppin, B.A. 
Cowburn, Percy John, B.A. 
Cowie, George 

Cowley, Henrv 

Cox, Graéme Vaseal, B.A. 
Cresswell, Cresswell Augustus, B.A. 
Cronshaw, Charles Augustus 
Crossfie'd, Talbot King 

Carrey, Walter Francis 

Cartis, Edwin Charles 

Cortis, William Henry 
Curtler, Edmund Oldbam 
Dalby, George 

Dallas, James Henry 

Davies, Humphrey 

Dean, Leonard Heslop 

De la Combe, Maxwe)l 
Dickens, Arthur Willian 
Dixon, John, B, A. 

Dobell, John Pearse 

Dobson, Robert 

Dowling, Ernest 

Dancan, Leonard Eustace Henry, B.A. 
Dyson, William 

Edwards, Charles Wagstaffe 
Edwards, Thomas Stephen 
Eland, Stephen Robert John 
Ellis, Joseph William 

Emery, Frederic William 
Evans, John —— 

Evered, Richard George 
Everest, Alfred Wing, B, A. 
Eves, Arthur Edward 

Farr, Alexander 

Ferrar, John Riley 

Ffooks, Edward Archdall 
Fielding, Harold Whitaker Deighton 
Fowell, Leighton 

Fowle, Henrv 

Fox, Harry Ellictt Earle 
Francis, Walter Hamond, B.A. 
Franklin, Albert James 
Fryer, John Robinson 

Game, Williem Henry 

Gee, Edmund 

Goffe, Cecil Herbert Clemetson >> 
Gore, Henry Martin 

Grier, Alexander Monro 





Grierson, Hugh Kirkpatriox 

Grylls, Charles Reginald Gerveys 

Gunnell, David 

Haines, Gregory 

Hales, William Henry 

Hannay, Arthur MeDenalt 

Hardy. Thomas De Li-le 

Hart, Isaac John, LL.B. 

Harwood, Horace Gildon 

Haselgrove, James 

Hasell, Thomas John Bennett 

Haydon, Clement John 

Hayton, John Moore, B.A. 

Heard, Henry Arthor 

Hemingway, John Charl ’s 

Hemming. Henry Joseph Randolph 

Henfrey. George Patrick 

Henry, David Murray 

Hewat, Jobn Grayhurst 

Hewiteon, William 

Hill, Charles Thomas 

Hill, Ernest Hatton 

Hill, Francis 

Hobson, William Harrison 

Holman, Frank Arthur 

Hopwood. Francis Jobn Stephans 

Horner, William 

Hudson, Lee 

Huggins, George 

Hont, Tom Rodway 

Hyams, Philip 

Tngledew, Henry 

Innes, Robert 

Jagger, Charles Upfill 

James, Richard Percy 

Johnson, Charles Frederick 

Johnson, Clement 

Johnson, Edward Middleton 

Johnson, Francis 

Jonas, Jacob Nathaniel 

Jones, Frederick Aneurin 

Jones, Stephen Adolphus 

Kay, Walmsley Preston 

Kendrick, Charles Edward 

Kindersley, Harry Bennett 

Lamb, John Frederick 

Laurence, Gerard Bixhy 

Laurie, John Stewart, B.A. 

Lawrence, Horace Hayes 
gomery 

Leatherdale, Henry Arthur 

Le Voi, Edward 

Lewis, David 

Lewis, John Herbert, B.A. 

Licht, George Miller, B.A. 

Lillington, Wadsworth Barrow 

Lister, William 

Lithgow, Samuel 

Locking, Thomas Lomas 

Lomas, Henry 

Longstaffe, Ernest Victor 

Lovell, Charles Forster 

Lovell, Thomas 

Loveridge, Frank Probert 

Lupton, William Arthur, B.A. 

Maples, Cecil Edward 

Marriott, Claude Alfred 

Master, Godfrey Cornewall Chester 

Mathews, Randle Lamb 

Milvain, Charles Edward 

Moser, Herbert, B.A. 

Moses, William Watts 

Mutlow, Jobn 

Nash, Sevmour Peel, B.A, 

Nelson, Edward Albert 

Newby, George, B.A. 

Newland, Edward 

O'Callaghan, Gov Morgan Scott 

Owen, William Holland 

Parker, Christopher John 

Paton, Hugh Wilson 

Pidcock, Richard, George 


Mont- 


Pidsley, John 

Pierce, Harry Stanford 

Pi'chforth, John Heslington 

Ponter, Henry 

Porter, Svdney Jobnson 

Powell, Charles 

Pownall, Godfrey Herbert 

Price, John Frederick 

Proctor, Alfred 

Reynardson, Aubrey Henry Birch 

Richards, Ernest Penrose 

Richardson, Charles Frederick 

Rising, Robert Watts 

Robinson, Henrv 

Robinson, John Henry 

Royds, Edmund 

Rassell, Joseph Proctor 

Ryley, James Hunter 

Samuel, Gilbert Ellis 

Schmettan, Hermann Radolf 

oo Henry Walt:r Bourchier, 
A. 


Scott, John George 

Scripps, William Henry 
Seeley, Adolph Unna 
Shackleton, Jon William 
Simpson, John Massey 
Slater, Conrad John 

Smith, Charles Laurence Hart 
Smith, Harry Vernon 

Smith, Thomas Cleghorn 
Snow, Arthur 

Snow, William Henry 
Southall, Henry John 
Summers, Arthur James 
Summers, Charles Brotherton 
Tetley, James Donglas 
Thompson, Robert Georga 





Thorpe, Richard Wells 
Trenchard, George Canning 
Tunbridge, William Stept en 
Tarner, Cecil 

Turner, Edmuad Mathews 
Turner, Francis Shirley 
Tarver, John Henry 

Tarner, Sidney Hyde 

Van Sommer, William 
Vernon, William Frederick 
Waghorn’, John 

Walker, Frederic George A-thur- 
Walker, John Doguid 
Walker, William Henry 
Walters, Arthar Sydney 
Ward, Lewis 

Watkins, William Theodore 
Watts, Arthur Edward 
Wheatley, Joseph 

Whitwell, Robert Jowitt 
Wilcocks, William 

Wild, Walter 

Wilkes, Ernest Albert 
Wilkins, Charles Murray 
Wilkinson, Ernest John 
Willan, Michael 

Wilson, Alexander 

Wilson, Edmund Garratt 
Wilson, Joseph 

Wilson, Thomas Bishoo Ridley 
Winterbotham, Frederick 
Wood, Alexander 

Wood, Frederick George William 
Woodrow, Jeremiah 
Woolcott, Henry 

Woolley, Charles Augustus 
Woolley, William 

Worden, William John 








a solicitor in 1875, 


Farringdon Ward Without. 


solicitor in 1844. 


of Judicature. 


business, 


alone. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Betvasis, barrister, Blue Mantle Parsuivant-at-arms, hag 
been appointed Lancaster Herald. Mr. Bellasis was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1873. 


Mr. Epwarp Lez, solicitor, of 1, Gresham-buildings, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths io the Sapreme Coartof Jadicatare. 


Mr. Atserr Avaustus Newmay, solicitor, of Newport, Monmouthshire, 
has been elected Towa Clerk of that borough, in succession to Mr. Thomas 
Woollett, deceased. Mr. Newman had for some time held the office of 
deputy town clerk. He was admitted a solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Rosert SurrTHwaiTe Wien, solicitor, of Leeda and Methley, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Methley Local Board. Mr. Wigia was admitted 


Mr, Tuomas AntHony Woopsrince, solicitor (of the firm of Woodbridge 
& Sous), of 8, Clifford’s-inn, has been elected a Common Councilman for 


Mr, Tuomas Patne, solicitor (of the firm of Pains, Layton, & Pollock), of 
Gresham House, Old Broad-street, has been elected President of the Incor- 
porated Law Society for the ensuing year. 
past year the office of vice-president of the society. 


Mr. Exsenezer Jonn Bristow, solicitor (of the firm of Wilson, Bristow, 
& Carpmael), of 1, Copthall-buildings and 22, Parliament-street, who has 
been elected Vice-President of the Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing 
year, was admitted a solicitor in 1847. 

Mr. Freverick Sipney Goopwin, solicitor (of the firm of Ryland, 
Martineau, Carslake, & Goodwin), Birmingham, has been appoiated by the 
Lord Chancellor a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Coart 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Georcre Maxwett Epmoxns and Rosert Brcxerton Pooxey, solicitors, 
Oundle, Northampton (Edmonds & Pooley). 
GeorcE James Piercy, Cuartzs Ropert Hurcurmes, and Ricwarp 
Lovett ButreER, solicitors, Queen Anne’s-chambers, 62, Holborn Viaduct, 
London. June 30. Richard Lovell Butler will continue to carry on the 


June 30. 


Josepx Smita and Frank Howt, solicitors, Wednesbury and Tipton 
June 30, The business will hereafter be carried on by the said Joseph Smith 


Tuomas Henry Street, THomas Sraeet, and ALrrED Poynper, solicitors, 
|27, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London (Street, Son, & Poynder), so for aa regards 





Mr, Paine has filled during the 
He was admitted a 
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Thomas Street. July 5. The business will in future be carriel on by the 
said Thomas Henry Streét and Alfred Poynder. 

Frepericx Brappury Winte® and Watrer Ricuarp Jony Hickman, 
solicitors, 26, Basinghall-street, London (Winter & Hickman). Jaly 5. 

[ Gazette, Jaly 7.] ? 

Wiit1am Gaeen Baicuren and Rossrr Parker, solicitors, 4, Bishopsgate- 
street Without, London (Brighten & Parker.) July 1. The said Robert 
Parker will henceforth carry ou basiness at Bishopsgate-chambers, Liverpool- 
street, E.C, 

Grorce D'Arcy Crank and Francis Darwin Hutsu, solicitors, 15a, 
Werdwick, Derby (Clark & Huish). June 30, 

[Gazrtte, July 11.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Norice. 


In view of the proposed transfer to the Queen’s Bench Division of such 
actions brought in the Chancery Division as are not specially assigned to 
the Chancery Division by section 34 of the Judicatare Act, 1873, the Senior 
Registrar hae, by the direction of the Lord Chancellor, to give notice that 
the solicitor entering for trial or setting down on motion for judgment 
any action commenced in the Chancery Division, will from and after this 
day be required to certify shortly on the back of the precipe what is the 
cause of action ; using in actions, for the purposes mentioned in the 3rd sub- 
section of the 34th section of the Act of 1873, the language of that section. 
The orders of course clerks will mark such last-mentioned actions ‘‘ C.,” and 
all others ‘‘Q. B.” 

Norz.—This regulation does not apply to a motion for judgment set down 
with a special case, 


July 11. H, Latwax. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jomnt Stock CompPanizs, 
Liurrep ry CHancery. 


Nicwoison’s Discount Company, Liurrep.—Petition for winding up, presented June 
27, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 15. Linklater and Co, Walbrook, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

TYLLWyp and Dywrvor Coriimry Company, Lotrrep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented July 3, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 15, Walker and Co, 
Gresham bldgs, agents for Smith and Howl, Wednesbury, solicitors for the peti- 


tioners 
[ Gazette, July 7.] 


Carrbryn Corirery Company, Lruirep.— Petition for winding up, presented July 8, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on July 21. White, Poultry, agent for Thomas, 
Swansea, solicitor for the petitioner 

Corona Brewery Company, Luwitgp.—Petition for winding up, presented July 8, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J.,0on July 21, Beall and Co, Queen Victoria st, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Geeat Sovrnern Mysorge Gotp Mintna Company, Lrurrep.—Creditors are required, 
on or before Oct 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Arthur L pe 14, George st, Manchester. Tuesday, Dec 5, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

LONGWITTON AND GREENLEIGHTON CoaL anv Lime Company, Limirgp.—By an order 
made by Fry, J., dated June 30, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
company be continued. Bell and Co, Bow churchyard, agents for Lynn, Blyth, 
solicitor for the petitioner 

PENNYWELL CoLiigrtes Company, Limrrep.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated 
July 1, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Harman, King’s Arms yard, 
agent for Nicholas, Bristol, solicitor for the petitioners 

Stanpagp Uniow Investment Company, Limrrep.—By an order made by Chitty, J., 

L ¢ ~ was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued, ritage and Co, Clement’s lane, solicitors for the D ary wd 

Vincent Trv Miyrva Company, Liurrep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Wednesday, July 19, 

Weatene Meg ee we! the bs ita trom = an ers liquidator 

LACK AND Son, Limirep.— ion for g up, presented July 8, directed 
to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Friday, July 21. Field and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, 

woe for the gr men i 
IrLtaM Stack anv Son, Lurrrey.—Petition for winding up, presented July 11 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 22, Seal, Serjeants’ i , 

solicitor for the petitioners ae . : ee 

[ Gazette, July 11.] 


County Paratiwz or Lawcaster. 


Gootz Atum ann SaELtine Company, Lusrrzp.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jaly 6, directed to be heard before the V.C. at St. George's Hall, Liverpool, ‘on July 17. 
Chorlton, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioner 

[Gasette, July 7.1 


Unsuimitep tw Crawcrry. 


35rm Commencrat £30 Funpine Socrety.—Petition for winding presented June 29, 
directed to be heard before Bacon, V.U., on July 25. Butcher, Choaps! for 
smten eoeneppay Hoga for | a petitioner ! A ee 
tH COMMERCIAL unpine@ Soctrty.—Petition for winding up, presented June 29, 
directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on July 15, Butcher, Cheapside, agent for 
Unwin, Sheffield, solicitor for the petitioner 
(Gazette, July 7.] 


Frrenpny Societies Dissonvep. 


ee Poon Prrtnpty Socretr, Masters’ Arms Hotel, Annesley Woodhouse, 


uly4 .... 
Loxay Dycusss of Suruzgranp Lopes or Loxan Inpseaypunt Oxpar or Unirep 








— Frreyvty Scorety, Longton Coffee Tavern, Limited, Longton, Stafford, 
wu " 
Tesenesy's New Farivyry Soctery, Angel Inn, Hingham, Norfolk. June 23 
fr July 7.7 
Goop Destew Lover, N.A.I.U.0.0.F. FatewptY Socrmty, Ivy Houge Inn, hilt 
Dudley, Worcester, July 8 3 ‘ 
Paincs or Wauss Lovas, GU.b.0:, Voluntesrs’,Hotel, Newohuroh, July ¢ 


(Gasitte, July 11.) 


ed 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


Baverstock, Rrcwarp, Aldgate High st, Licensed Victualler. July 31. Baverstock v 
Baverstock, Chitty, J. Brooks and Co, Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 

Mortry, Evgawor, Batheaston, nr Bath. July 26. Morléy v Morley, Hall, V.C. 
Beaumont, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rexs, THomas, Lianelly, Carmarther, Hotel Keeper. July 31. Sneal vy Thomas, 
Chitty, J. Rees, Lianelly 

Sryies, Crantorre, Camberwell House Asylum. July 31. Hodges-v Russell, Fry, J. 


Crowdy, Serjeants’ i 2 
rowdy, Serjeants’ inn (6 . dene 302 
Bart, Rrewarp Newxy, Handsworth, Stafford, Gert. July 31. Caulkin v Hinton, 

Chitty, J. Williams, Birmingham 
Aug 15. Biglands v 


Bictanns, Joun Hoxtrpay, Wolsty, Comberland, Yeoman. 
Biglands, Chitty, J. Mounsey, Carlisle . 

Renesas, JAaeaen Everton, Liverpool. Aug 16. Norris v Boyd, Chitty, J. Norris, 

iverpool 


Sxivver, Rrcwarp nay Beare Raa iae A oc Aug %. Goddard y 
Redford, Fry, J. Boulton, Northampton enw. 
a, Pry, ’ pton sq, [6 July 4) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Barts, Avexawprr Jom, Church ct chambers, Old Jewry. Aug 1. Baylis and 
Pearce, Church ct chambers, Old Jewry 

CHEEsMAN, Gores, Reigate, Surrey, Tanner. Aug 26. Johnson, Gray’s — 

Ciyyes, Txomas, Chorlton upon Medlock, Lancaster, Vinther’s Cooper. ug 4, 
Sutton and Elliott, Manchester 

Earnsuaw, Epwarp, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Esq. Augi. Ford and Warren, Leeds 

Etms, Joun, Wolborough, Devon, Hair Dresser. July 26. Francis and Oo, Newton 

t 


Abbo' 

Franxtyy, Writtam Norris, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Esq. Augi. Taylor and Co, 
Field ct, Gray’s inn 

Garrrr, Rrcuarp Cotstoy, Bath, Somerset, Gentleman, July 31. Tuson, 

GrveEtt, James, Theydon Bois, Essex, Farmer. Aug 26, Baddeley, Leman st 

Guzst, Hannan, Rotherham, York. July 27. and 

Hewnswatt, Bensamrn, Manchester, Pawnbroker. Augil2. Burton, 

Hottanp, Erizasetn, Truro. Augl. © and Co, St Austell 

Horwe, Rosext, Kingston on Thames, Wine Merchant. Augl. Best, New Bridge st 

Howrtt, Jowatuan, Cambridge, Spirit Merchant, Aug 31. Eadéns and Knowles, 
Cambrid; é 

Kouy, Lena Devonshire st, Mile End, Gentleman. July 31. Cooke, Gray’s inn 

Lippgtt, Wiii1aM, Thornley Colliery, Grocer. Augi, Stokoe, Sunde: 

Luxx, Frepertc, Lamerton, Devon, Surveyor. Anugl. Coode and Co, St Austelt 

MILuEr, LS arm ag Hever, Riseholme terrace, Victoria pk, Engineer. July 15; Collins, 
Furnival’s inn 

Nrcxo.son, Wiittam, Southwick, Sussex, Gentleman. July 31. ee ee 

Pecxover, JowatHan, Wisbech St Peter’s, Cambridge, Banker. July 26. A 
Wisbech St Peter’s 7 

Ravenscrort, Saran, Old Kent rd. Aug 1. Tilling, Devonshire chambers, 

Ruoprs, Wrintuam Jouy, Nicholas_lane, Esq, Aug 14, Gush and Phillips, 
circus 

Suorz, Cuantes, Derby, Farmer. Aug 8. Sale and Mills, Derby | ; 

Soromon, Israkt, Piccadilly, Fruiterer, Aug 10. Oliver, Lincoln's inn fields .. 

‘TAVERNER, WILLIAM, Snarestone, Leicester, leman, July 31, Barnes and Russell, 


Panay Nottingham, Laco Manufacturer. July 31. Thorpe and Thorpe, 

Wiicrs, Furxcts, Beacon Banks, near Basingwold, York, Barrister at Law. July 2 

FF me Wasche, Norbury, Clapham pk rd, Chapham. July 31. Hewitt, Nicholas 
[ Gazette, June 30,} 


lane 


Bartow, Mary Awy, Manchester. Aug 31. Joe, Een 

Baskett, Hetey, Hse I.W. Augi2. Urry and Thirkell, Ryde 

Brexert, Dayien, Mary Cray, t, Esq. Ang 1. Soames and Thompson, Moor- 
gate st ¥ 

Conygr, J . 4 Cessaany Neboe | Heme Moeets a > /_ 20, Parish, Gt Winchester st 

Coywouiy, WititaM, Liverpoo r. . 

Cooper, Sorura, Balsall Heath, Worcester. A 4 Milward Co, 

Exxiorr, James, Kingston upon Hull, out of wuaaces. Aug i. Reed and Winter, 1 

Gotp, Taomas, Westbury upon Trym, Gloucester, Nurseryman. Sept 16, Meade- 
King and Bigg, Bristo’ 


i 
Hackett, Mary, Burton rd, Brixton. ng 15. Sutcliffe and Sammers, New Bridge st 
Harpwicx, Jonny, Anerley st, Battersea, 19. Shae and Bedford 
Haxrwatoi, WILLuaM, Beauchamp, Westedlon Farmer. avy i. Norris and 
es, Tenbury : 
Horner, Any, Boston. Aug 30. Jebb and Son, Boston 
Jackson, THOMAS, Deepal St Scarborough, Farmer. July 21. Watts and Kitching, 


Scarborough 

Jounsoy, Jeux, Sheffield, Coach Trimmer. Aug1. ee 5 a wy Sheffield 

Jonzs, CHARLES CouuteR, Epsom. Aug 12. Postans and New Broad st 

Macpowap, James Wruttam, Rochester sq, Gent. June 31. Old Broad st 

gg wt Jawe Susawwa, Bath. Aug 15. Martineau and Raymond bidgs, 

ray’s inn 

Marswat, Ex1zasern, Boston, Lincoln, Aug 30._Jebb and Son, Boston 

Sicawnn, Yankton Hott, Lowton, nr Newton-le-Willows, Lancaster, Gent. Aug 30. 
Hulton and Co, Bolton 

Mowntacu, Lord Grones Fraw biymey omy U.8.A., Secretary at British Legation. 
Aug 10. Williams and Co, Lincoln's inn 

re Oe en  Aeee ee 

rick’s pl, ewry 

Nicxotson, WiLi1aM, Southwick, Sussex, Gent. July 31, Verrall, er gr 

Ben, Cosmas Tuomas, Cambridge st, Edgware rd, Dealer. July Allingham, 

Prrnipes, Tomas, Deptford, Cigar Importer. Ang 5. Crowdy and Co, Serjeanta’ inn 

Parcs, Euix Exigazare, Bath, July 
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pa eran ee are — me > -: “ws re REN S RS a | 
Rosrers, Witttam, Chester. July 21. Mason and Caldecutt, Chester _ July 11.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Ronixson, Tmowas, Sevenoaks, Kest, Gent, Aug i, Kingand Peto Atewarch lane” | PAtVaTE Br.t.—North Cornwall Railway. 
Senay, Evizaneta, The Poplars, Twickenham. Augl. Peacock and Co, Liverpool Bill in Committee. 
Seamsvrate, Asranam, Todmorden, York, Nurseryman. Aug 21. Blomiey and Son, Beer Dealers’ Retail Licenses Act (1880) Amendment, 
rg igh, Gard July 12.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Susen dean ee tae hy Faly ah wate aed Ticking Savion Private Brtus.—Corbett's Estate: Ross District Water. 
Wren, Cunistorure, Brighton, Auctioneer. Aug 27. Woods and Dempster, Brighton Weights and Measures Act, 1878, Amendment. 
[ Gazette, July 4.) Bill Read a Third Time. 
Beer Dealers’ Retail Licenses Act (1880) Amendment. 
LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 
mee COURT PAPERS. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 6.—Bili Read a Second Time. me 
Vagrancy. Pills bo Onmmntite SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
in Committee. 
gg Court of Judicature Acts Amendment; Highway Rates and Ex- Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
penditure, Court op 
: Bill Read a Third Time. Date. pte eodiony V. C. Bacon. vV.C. Haru 
Tramways Provisional Orders. Monday, July .......+.. 17 Mr. King Mr. Clowes Mr. Latham 
July 7.—Bills Read a Second Time. WOMMAY. cc cccssccosesese 18 Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
Private Briis,—Stourhead Settled Estates ; West Metropolitan Tramways; | Wednesday......seseeeee 19 King Clowes Latham, 
East and West Yorksbire Union Railways; Maryport District and Harbour. | Thursday .....0.0..s+++ 20 Farrer Pemberton Merivals. 
Bill in Committee, Friday cccccccoccasonss St King Clowes Latham. 
Stolen Goods. Saturday..cececcee . seve 22 Farrer Pemberton Merivale 
Bills Read a Third Time. Mr. Z ustica Me. 3 metien 2p. Justion 
Private Birits.—Earl of Aylesford’s Estates; Maharajah Duleep Singh's ate : , 
Estates ; Maidstone and Asbford Railway; London, Tilbury, and Southend | Monday, July ......00.. 17 Mr.Jackwon Mr. Koo Mr. sas 
Railway ; South London Market. Tuesd 8 ——? ? Teordal 
Cathedral Statutes; Merchant Shipping (Colonial Inquiries). ener we rae 
‘ ; ‘ Carrington Cobby Ward 
July 10.—Bills Read a Third Time. Jackson Koe Teesdale 
Private Brits.—Cranbrook and Paddock Wood Railway (Extension to Carrington Cobby Ward 


Hawkhurst) : Whitehaven Harbour and Dock; Todmorden Weter; Charing- 
cross and Waterloo Electric Railway; St. Helen’s (Corporation) Water; 
Great Western Railway (No. 2); Great Eastern Railway. 

Supreme Court of Judicatare Acts Amendment, 

July 11.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Baths and Wash-houses Acts Amendment; Metropolitan Board of Works 
(Money). 

Bill in Committee. 

Judgments (Inferior Courte). 

Bills Read a Third Time. 

Privare Bir1s.—Workington Dock and Harbonr; North Metropolitan 
Tramways; Metropolitan and District Railways (City Lines and Extensions) 
(an amendment to be proposed) ; Norwood District Tramways; Lydd Rail- 
way (Extensions). 

Justices’ Jurisdiction. 

July 12,—Royal Assent, 

The following Bills received the Royal Assent :—Public Health (Fruit 
Pi -kers’ Lodgings) ; Places of Worship Sites Amendment ; Boiler Explosions ; 
Petty Sessions (Ireland) ; Election of Representative Peers (Ireland) ; High- 
way Rate Assessmen* and Expenditure ; Prevention of Crime (Ireland); Local 
Government Boards Provisional Order Confirmation (Nos. 8, 9, and 11) ; Gas 
Orders Confirmation ; Water Orders Confirmation ; Tramway Orders Confir- 
mation (No. 3) ; Education Department Provisional Order Confirmation (West 
Ham, &c.) ; Metropolitan Markets (Fish, &c.) ; Oswaldtwistle Local Board ; 
Accrington Corporation Tramways; Westgate and Birchington Gas; Coventry 
and District Tramways; Cheadle Railway (Abandonment); Rothwell Gas; 
Bury and Tottington District Railway ; Highland Railway; Maidstone and 
Ashford Railway ; Great North of Scotland (Buckie Extension) Railway; 
Oxford Gas; Swausea Tramways; London and North-Western Railway ; 
Midland Railway ; South Staffordshire Mines Drainage; Cranbrook and 
Paddock Wood Railway; Whitehaven Harbour and Dock; Tottenham and 
Edmonton Gas; Milford Docks (Further Power); New Quay and District 
Water ; Seacombe and Dee Side Railway; Padiham Locsl Board ; North- 
ampton Street Tramways; Liskeard and Caradon Railway; Carnarvon 
(Morfa-common) ; Greenwich and Millwall Subway ; Forth Bridge Railway ; 
Hull Fxtension and Improvement ; Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 
Railway, and Cheshire Lines; Edinburgh Street Tramways; Taff Vale Rail- 
way; North Metropolitan Tramways; Queenstown Waterworks. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 6,—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brris.—Oxford Gas; Swansea Tramways Extensions, 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bitt.—South Staffordshire Mines Drainage. 
Public Offices ; Bills of Exchange, 
é New Bilis. 
Bill to repeal eo much of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, as relates to 
quinquennial returns of sickness and mortality (Mr. H. GLapstonr). 
Bill to amend the Beer Dealers’ Retail Licenses Act, 1880 (Mr. Ritcutg). 
July 7.— Bilis Read a Second Time, 
PaivaTe Bitts.—London avd North-Western Railway ; Midland Railway. 
July 10.—Bilis Read a Second Time. 
Beer Dealers’ Retail Licenses Act (1880) Amendment ; Lunacy Regulation 
Amendment. 5 
Bill in Committee, 


Bill Read a Third Time, 
Parvate Brut.—Cyfarthfa Works. 


Partnerships. 











RECENT SALES. 
The Rusthall House Estate at Tunbridge Wells, about ninety-four acres, 
was sold at the Mart on Wednesday last, the 12th inst., for £27,400, by 
Messrs. Inman, Sharp, & Hartington, of 16, Abcharch-lane, E.C. 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 17.—Mr. ArTHuR Jackson, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Properties (see 
advertisement, Jaly 1, p 3). 

July 17.—Mesers. SEDGWwick, Son, & WEALL, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold 
Property, Reversion, &o. (are aivertisemen', July 8, p. 4). 

July 18.—Mesers. DeBeNHAM, Tewson, Farmer, & BripGewarer, at the 
Mart, at 2 p.m., Fre-hold E-tates (see advertisements, June 10, pp. 11 and 12). 

July 18.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estate (see 
advertisement, June 24, p. 4). 

July 19.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovusrtEtp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
and Leasehold Properties (see advertisements, July 1, p. 4). 

Jaly 19 and 20.—Messrs. Mansu, Miungr, & Co., at the Mart, Reversions, 
Policies, &o. (see advertisement. July 8, p. 4). 

July 20.—Mesers. DisENHAM, Tewson, Farmer, & BripGEWATER, at the, 
Mart, at 1 p.m., Freehold Building Estates (see advertisements, Jane 10, p. 19). 

July 21.—Mesers, FaREBROTHER, ELLs, Cuark, & Co., at Carlisle, at 2 p.m.,, 

reehold Properties (see advertisement. June 10, p. 14). 

July 21.—Mesers. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co, at the Mart, Freehol 1. 

Estates (see advertisement, June 10, p. 16, and June 17, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


Foster.—July 7, at 27, Osbaldeston-road, Stamford-hill, N., ths wife of F. A. 
Foster, solicitor, of a son. ‘ 

Pzarson.—July 11, at Westgarth, Malton, Yorks, the wife of Hugh W. Pearsoa, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 

RavcuiFFze —July 7, at 4, Oxford and Cambridge Mansions, N.W., the wife of 
Francis R. Y. Radcliffe, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

STEPHENS.—July 4, at Stonehouse, Glos., the wife of William Stephens, solicitor, 


of a daughter. 
ne MARRIAGE. 


Wooprurr—HewettT.—Jane 6, at Norton Fitzwarren Church, Camberland, 
Henry Woodruff, B.C.L., of Lincolo’s-irn, barrister-at-law, to Emily Louisa, 
daughter of the late W. H. Hewett, of Norton Court, Tauntoa. 


DEATH. 


Ryatu.—July 9, 1881, at Harrington-road, South Kensingtop, George James 
Ryall, Judge of the 8.C.C., Lahore, Panjab, and Law Lecturer of the Lahore 


University, aged 41. 





The Midland Railway Company of Canada announce the issue of £610,800 
mortgage bonds, bearing interest at five per cent. per annum. Subscription 
price £95 per £100 bond, ‘The principal repayable at par in thirty yeurs. 
£456,700 of the above is for the purpoee of redeeming existing issues of mort 
gage bonds, and the balance is required to pay for the construction of the 
Toronto and Ottawa line, 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, July 7, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
sath Single, Wilmington st, Wilmington sq, Goldsmith. Pet July 4. Hazlitt. July 


on 1 a Warwick st, Pimlico, Advertising Agent. Pet July 4, Hazlitt. July 


Bosher, irene: and Thomas er Bosher, Houndsditch, Fancy Warehousemen. 
Cred July 5. Murray. July 28 atl 
— Hon Richard Walter, seal st, St James’. Pet July 4. Hazlitt. July 21 


Plaistow, Essex, Builder. Pet July 5. Brougham. July 28 at 11.30 
nile 3. Plas , Old Kent rd, Miller. Pet July 5. Brougham. July 28 at 12 
Torry, Harold B, —_—— st, Estate Agent. Pet July3. Pepys. July 19 at 12.30 
To Surrender i in the Country. 
arey, Arthur, Rochford, Essex, Engineer. Pet July 3. Gepp. Chelmsford, July 20 


Duncan, Francis John, Birkenhead, Chester, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet July 3. Williams. 
Birkenhead, July 18 at 11 

rea omas, Great Dunmow, Essex. Pet July 3. Gepp. Chelmsford, 
July 20 at 11 

ee Alfred bacaag Birmingham, Wine and Beer Retailer. 

Birmingham, July 19 

— pA fred, Bradford, York, Travelling Draper. 

18 at 


Bilis 3 


Pet July 4. Parry. 
Pet July 4. Lee. Bradford, July 


Tvuxspay, July 11, 1882. 
Onder the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Sea, William ab =~ Bry bet grove, Kennington, Livery Stable Keeper. Pet July 5, 
Brougham. July 26 2.30 «3 
Thomson, George, Billiter sq, Ship Owner. Pet July 6. Hazlitt. July 26 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
— oe St Issells, Pembroke, Baker. Pet July 7. Parry. Pembroke Dock, 
ly 24 at 
ag ee | James, Wiveliscombe, Somerset, Grocer. Pet July 8. Meyler. Taunton, 
uly 22 
ee eftiell, Walter — Sheffield, Electro-Plate Manufacturer. 
Sheffield, July 26 at 
McFarland, David, Deni Grocer. 


Pet July 6. Wake. 


Pet July 7. Bellringer. Liverpool, July 24 at 


Rees, ge amy Ph Penrhiewtyn, Neath, Glamorgan, Carpenter. Pet July 5. Jones. 
e uly 28 

a eee Whitwell, Isle of Wight, Miller. Pet July 5. Blake. Newport, July 29 
at 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Farivar, July 7, 1882. 
Boon, James William, Okehampton, Devon. July 5 


Tuxrspay, July 11, 1882. 
George Song, East Winch Hall, Norfolk, Gent, 
ley, York, out of business. J uly 6 


Collinson, 


July 4. 
Smith, James, 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, July 7, 1882. 


Allfree, William, Bolsover, Derby, Miner. July 25 at 3 at office of Lees, Severn chbrs, 
Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Arthur. by rhs bingy = Red Lion ct, Fleet st, Licensed Victualler. July 21 at 3 at 


office of sq, Gray’s inn 
Ashcroft, James, mes, videsley cum Shakerley, General Dealer, July 25 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, 
Cath | Gates, Manchester. Whowell, Bolton 


Ayrton, Thomas, Marton, Skipton, York, Farmer. July 19 at 2,30 at Ship Hotel, Skip- 
ton. Berry and Robinson, radford 

Bailey, Walter, Fareham, Hants, Licensed Victualler. July 19 at 3 at offices of King, 
North st, Portsea 

——_ © — Edward, Ramsgate, Kent, Commission Agent. Aug lat 11 atthe 

ragon Hotei, George st, Rams; Godden, New inn, Strand 
Bri, Prilip nip Pom Stafford, Lincensed Victualler. July 18 at 3 at office of Waldron, 
Blan: Wi William 


rierley hill 
ountain, Darlington, Durham, Journeyman Tailor. Aug 1 at 3 at 
viotice of Wilkes cad Wilkes, Ni . 
Bowler, Henry, Reading, Cattle Dealer. 


orthgate, Darlington 
July 18 at 3 at office of Beale and Martin, 
London st, Readi ing 


Boyton, Morris, Minories, Tea Dealer. July 18at 3 at Arthur st East, King William st, 
Tamplin and Co, Fenchurch st 
Brooker, bm ag and ery = John roche, Southampton st, Camberwell, Corn Mer- 
chants. ly 20 at 3 at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Fowler 
and Co, ein High st, Southwark 
lius haben Taonga Fine Art Dealer. July 17 at 3 at office of 
cmos Waterloo st, Bi ham 
Charles ne teaix Lantee rd, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Stock Broker. July 20 
7 2. 30 at 88, A Nha pre geo st. Chandler, Bishopsgate st Within 
Collins, W illiam, Leeds, out of business. July 18 at 3 at Law Institute, Leeds. Wright, 
by 
sven a gg tone Liverpool, Corn aan July 21 at 3 at office of Jackson, Dale st, 
Masse and ‘an ive 
Bewdley Worcester, Licensed Victualler, July 20 at 12 at Bank bldgs, 
ster. Creether and Prior, Kidderminster 
oon Sarah, saeenanees, Licensed Victualler. July 18 at 3 at office of Freeman, 
Colmore row, Birmin; 
Onin, don Catherine, Gestion Straw Worker. July 28 at 11 at office of Sherratt, Central 
ic, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. July 18 at 3 at office of W: 
— Bank st, Sheffield . — 
Davies, enry William, ore hh sagen Cooper. July 18 at 3 at 11, Ironmonger 


Davios, Ba rah Ann, Manchester, Temperance Hotel Keeper. July 20 at 3 at office of 
ler, Jone th Water lane, Homerton, Baker. office 
tS salameganlfapdppsinssetaon 
Ww, », oi 
na Hider am, uly 21 at 3 at office of Booth, John 


i Macclesfie! 
— Seed eceeos enn ld, Grocers. July 19 at $ at offices of 





Egerton, Alfred, Manchester, Fish Salesman, July 25 at 11 at office of Leyland, Mos- 
m5 st, Manchester 
verard, Francis, Upper st, Islington, Music Seller. July 19 at 3 at offices of Cooper 
aa Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Ferriman, ngdon, Berks, Tobacconist. July 26 at 12 at Queen’s Hotel, 
Abingdon. Sedgefield and Pryce, Abingdon 
= —— Wakefield, Innkeeper. July 21 at 3 at George Hotel, Wakefield. 
arker, 
Forbisher, Sena, Thornhill, York, Grocer. July.21 at 3 at office of Learoyd and Co, 
Buxton rd, Huddersfield 
Gladstone, David, Stratford, Coal Merchant. July 20 at 2 at office of Smart and Co, 
Cannon st. Harcourt, Moorgate st 
Glencross, Richard, Tenby, Pembroke, Cooreeni July 27 at 12 at 2, ‘Vater st, 
Gay, Polar {and nob Gray, So pepvionmiy eoeertieidiy, eniiitind, tthe Sinaia tail 
uy, Peter (and not Grey, as e near 
—— July 14 at 2.30 at the Bell Hotel, Humberstone gate, Leicester. Farrington, 
anchester 
Hardy, John, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, Upholsterer. July 17 at 4 at the Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Basinghall st. Wenn, Bell yard, Temple bar 
Harmsworth, Henry, Chichester, Sussex, Sanens July 21 at 2 at offices of Gregory, 
East st, Chichester 
Harris, William Thomas, Llanedy, Carmarthen, Grocer. July 21 at 11 at offices of 
Harrison’ Bdwite Lowe, Well ington, Salop, Tobacconist, July 20 at 12 at Chapel 
‘arrison, win we, el ,» To 
House, Wellington. Bidlake, Well i y 
Hass, Elizabeth, Moss Hass, and Aaron oie, Charlotte st, New Bde Tin 
ae ‘Tailor. cog 26 at 11.30 at 


Plate Workers. July 24 at 4 at offices of Wright and Law, High 

Heron, Robert Charlton, Middlesborough, York, 
offices of Wilkes and poe: Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Holder, John Grimel, Worcester, Licensed Mam ig July 19 at 12 at offices of 
Williams, Worcester’ chmbrs, Pierpoint st, Worces 

Gio” Wellington, Salop, Baker. J og 20 at 11 at offices of Carrane, Walker 
st, Wellington 

Holman, Henry Gar, Ore, near Hastings, Sussex, Baker. July 26 at 11 at the Guildhall 
Tavern, London. Langham, a 

Holmes, Archer, go ary Salop, Innkeeper. July 20 at 12.30 at the Brunswick 


Hotel, Piccadilly. idwards 
om John, Canning ‘foun Essex, Builder. July 18 at 3 at offices of Noton, Lombard 


Hashes, Ann, Bilston, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. July 20 at 11 at Globe Hotel, 
bem Pleasant, Bilston. Bowen, Bilston 


Johnson, William, Nottingham, Eating a Keeper, July 28 at 3 at offices of Fraser, 

St John’s chambers, Bridlesmith gate, N. — 

i Sean, Liverpool, out of vow hanng uly 18 at 11 at offices of Killey, Lord 

st, Liverpoo' : 

Jones, John William, Leneiiy, 5 nN Innkeeper. July 21 at 11 at offices of 

Randell, Frederick ‘st, Llane 

Jones, William, —_ Lent, Builder. July 19 at 3 at Bull Hotel, High st, 

Rochester. Prall, Rochester 

Kay, Mary, Otley, York, Grocer. July 20 at 11 at offices of Wells, ie, Coe 

ag 9 Albert, Robort ‘st, Chelsea, Baker. July 18 at 2 at offices ene hele. 

ail st 

Kerr, Thomas, Lea Bridge corner, Clapton, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. July 21 at 3 

at offices of Maude, Great Winchester st bldgs 

King, Albert William, Newhaven, _—, Builder. ay 20 at 12 at Bear Hotel, Lewes 

Loman, Lewin David, New North rd, Trimming Manufacturer. July 24 at 3 at offices 
of Goldberg and Langdon, West st 

Mann, Edward Joseph, Gossett st, Bethnal Green, Oilman. July 14 at 11 at offices of 
Holmes, Finsbury pavement. Parke, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 


Manning, George, Surrey ter, Camberwell, Foreman to a Timber Merchant, July 20 at 
3 at offices of Foster, Birchin lane 

Marner, Edward Goodwin, Coleman st, Auctioneer. July 26 at 3 at office of Stokes, 
Chancery lane 

Matthews, Emanuel, Birmingham, Painter. July 17 at 12 at Woolpack Hotel, Moor st, 
Birmingham. Harris, Birmingham 

a ong Sidney England, Bath, Somerset, Builder. July 21 at 11 at office of Clark, 

nion st, Bat’ 

Myers, Morris, Cannon st rd, Commercial rd East, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. July 
14 at 11 at office of Dobson, Minories 

O’Connor, Charles, Kingsthorpe, Northampton, nig Manufacturer. July 24at11 at 
Plough Hotel, Bridge st. Jeffery, Northampto: 

Owston, William Slater, Lincoln, Farmer. Taly 22 at 10.15 at Central Sale Rooms, 
Midland Insurance bldgs, Bank st, Lincoln, Toynbee and ‘'o, Linco! 

Patrick, William, Woking station, Surrey, Stonemason. July 21 at12 at County and 
Borough Halls. Geach, Guildford 

Pearless, Thomas, Newport, Isle of Wight, Baker. July 25 at 3at Warburton’s Hotel, 
Newport. Hooper, Newport 

Pollock, . Joseph Alezander, Stalbridge, Dorset, Travelling Draper. July 14at 11 at Rail- 
way Hotel, Temple Combe, Somerset. Balch, Bruton 

pr John, Hulme, Lancaster, Grocer. July 24 at 3 at office of Oram and Co, Man- 
chester 

Ramsay, William, Plumtreect, Farringdon st, Glass Manufacturer. July 20 at 2 at 76 
Coleman st, in lieu of the day originally named 

Rixom, William (and not Rixon, as erroneously printed in last Gazette), King st East, 
a Coach Builder. July 18 at 2 at offices of Truefitt and Gane, Bishops- 
gate st Without 

Roberts, Thomas William, Treorky, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. July 20 at 11.30 at offices 
of Morgan, Mill st, Pontypridd 

Roberts, William, Castleford, York, Fishmonger. July 21 at 11 at offices of Phillips, 
Carlton st, Castleford 


Rockley, Charles, Nottingham, Joiner. July 21 at 11 at offices of Maples and McCraith, 
Low pavement, Nottingham 

Rosenthall, Lewin Arthur, Fitcher’s ct, Noble st, Trimming Manufacturer. July 25 at 
3 at offices of Goldberg and Langdon, West st, Finsbury circus 

Rotton, Hammond, Chester rd, near Erdington, Warwick, out of business, July 15 at 
10.15 at offices of East, Temple st, we 

Sankey, Isaac, Widnes, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. July 20 at 3 at Grosvenor 

ee: Tiga nt, Sees ae oe July offices of 
chubert, Gustav. st, Importer uly 25at 2 at 
Summerhays, Old Broad st 

Eh'llito, George, Leeds, Painter. July 20 at 3 at offices of lle, Cockridge st, Leads 

Silkstone, Joh: Parkgate, near Rotherham, York, Miner 19 at‘ offices of 

gers and Co, Moorgate st, Rotherham 

Smith, Charles, Denton, Lancaster, Felt Hat Manufacturer. July 20 at 3 at Merchants’ 
Hotel, Oldham st, Manchester. Drinkwater, Hyde 

Steele, Henry Joseph, Leeds, Maltater. uly i fo ot 8 at office of Hardcastle and Barn- 
father, Calverley chm “qt Mego ig Emon H and Bedford, Leeds 

Steeves, Gilbert ham Dyer Steeves, and James Thomas Steeves, a 
pone og July 19 Stakes Association Rooms, Cook st, Liv 
and Co, Liverpoo! 

Stokes, William. East Ham, Essex, Builder. July 26 at 11 at office of Ratcliff, Bishop- 
gate st 

oeeiaes, James, Hereford, Baker. July 18 at 4 at office of Corner, High Town, Here- 

BA Ravensthorpe, York, Woollen Jiomntneanet, July 24 at 
age Rout Towel, Market ph Dewsbury. Learoyd and Co, 

Temple, at Hardonstie nk Devchuabee, Visbeie tet demi neh Sghen atll 
at office of and Barnfather, Victoria kere, July 30 of 1 
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Tilley, Augustus, Wotton-under-Edge, Gloucester, Furniture Dealer, July 18 at 12 at 
George and Railway Hotel, Bristol. Blake, Wotton-under-Edge , 
7s William, Leicester, Hosier. July 24 at 3 at office of Hincks, Bowling Green st, 
icester 
Tubb, Isaac Henry, Beckenham, China Warehouseman. July 26at3 at Masons’ Hall 
* Tavern. Basingball st. Gregory, Corporation chmbrs, Guildhall yard 
Tucker, Eli, ty od Wanborough, Wilts, Publican. July 24 at 11 at office of Boodle, 
Albion bldgs, New Swindon 
Turner, William Watling, Norwich, Confectioner. July 15 at 1.30 at office of Burton, 
Queen st, Norwich. Kent, Norwich 
Tuson, Charles, Commercial rd, Limehouse, Printer. July 17 at 2 at office of Morphett, 
Coleman st. Dear, Gresham st 
Walker, William, Leicester, out of business. 
st, Leicester 
Wilson, John Bartholomew, Bethnal Green rd, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. July 17 at 
2 at office of Tripp, Catherine st. Strand 
Wilton, Joseph, Swansea, Glamorgan, Provision Merchant. July 19 at 2 at office of 
Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Glascodine and Co, Swansea 
Winter, Thomas, Manchester, Provision and Corn Dealer. July 19 at 12 at office of 
Farrar and Hall, Fountain st, Manchester 
Woltmann, Carl, Hove, Sussex, Boarding house Keeper. 
Hotel, Brighton. Hewitt, Nicholas lane 
Wood, Fdwin, Yarpole, Hereford, Grocer. July 18 at 2.30 at office of Moore, Corn sq, 
Leominster 
Wood, Trayton, Upland ter, Upland rd, East Dulwich, Butcher. July 21 at 3 at office of 
Cooper and Co, Linco)n’s inn fields 
Wright, Josiah Moggs, Ely, Cambridge, Surveyor’s Assistant. July 25 at 11 at Lion 
Hotel, Petty Cury, Cambridge. Challinors and Co, Leek 


July 19 at 12 at office of Curtis, Halford 


July 28 at3 at Markwell’s 


Tvxspay, July 1), 1882. 
Adams, William, Portsea, Hants, Tailor. July 28 at 12 at 145, Cheapside. Blake and 


ed, Portsea 

Adamson, Thomas, Darlington, Clerk. July 26 at 1 at office of Chartres and Co, 
Grainger st West, Newcastle upon Tyne. Barron, Darlington 

Ainsworth, John Peachey, Pimlico rd, Belgravia, Cheesemonger. July 24 at 3 at office 
of Rawlings, Walbrook 

Angus, James, Walker, Northumberland, Builder. July 21 at 11 at office of Johnston, 
Mosley st, Newcastle upon-Tyne 

Archer, Charles Balfour, Oswald pl, Lower Edmonton, Coal and Coke Merchant. July 
28 at 2.30 at office of Rumney, Walbrook 

Austen, Ambrose, Barcombe, Sussex, Butcher. July 24 at 12.30 at Star Hotel, Lewes. 
Maynard, Brighton 

Becker, Jacob, Pennyfields, Poplar, Baker. July 28 at 4,30 at office of Sydney, Guildhall 
chbrs, Basinghall st 

Bird, Thomas, West Bromwich, Bootmaker. 


lane, Tipton 

Bottoms, Henry, Luton, Builder. July 18 at 2 at officeof Ewen and Roberts, Chancery 
lane 

July 2¢ at 1 at office of Wade, Old Christ- 

July 27 at 12 at office of Harris, 


July 21 at 11 at office of Travis, Church 


Broomfield, Willett, Bournemouth, Modeller. 
church rd, Bournemouth 

Burchnall, Mary Ann, Braunstone, Leicester, Farmer. 
Friar lane, Leicester 

Camden, Alfred, Long lane, Bermondsey, Undertaker. 
field, Trinity st, Southwark 

Candy, William Marshall, Watling st, Foreign Merchant. July 27 at 2 at City Terminus 
Hotel, Cannon st. Rooks and Co, King st, Cheapside 

Chisell, Mary Jane, Tavistock, Devon. Hotel. July 21 at 1 at offices of Square and Co, 
Bank of England chmbrs, Plymouth 

Church, Rueben, Netteswell, near Harlow, Essex, Farmer. July 24 at 2 at offices of 
Willis, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Clee, Alfred, Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Dealer. July 21 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Tem- 


ple row, Birmingham 
July 25 at 3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, 


July 19 at 3 at office of Chipper- 


Coleby, Thomas, Manchester, Yarn Agent. 
Booth st, Manchester 
July 20 at 2 at offices of Grout, Saint 
Swithin’s lane 
Darnell, William, Fenty, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Draper. July 21 at 2 at offices of Stan- 
e 
Devies, Alfred James, Brighton, Hatter. July 25 at 12 at offices of Edmonds and Co, 
Cheapside. Lamb and Evett, Brighton 
July 20 at 3 at 
offices of Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Davis, William, Morpeth st, Bethnal Green, Baker. July 28 at 4 at 4 at offices of 
De Wolf, John Starr, Liverpool, Shipowner. July 25 at 4.30 at Law Association Rooms, 
Cook st, Liverpool. Bateson, Liverpool 
Durbam, Grocer. July 25 at 1.30 at offices of Holmes 
Robson, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Ekins, Alfred, Wisbech emg Slate Merchant. 
a 
Elliott, John William, Gunnersbury, Merchant’s Clerk. July 24 at 10 at offices of 
Dobson, Minories 
York, Tanner. July 25 at 3 at Gt Northern Hotel, 
Leeds. Mossman and Haley, Bradford 
Frank, Lazarus, Hutchinson st, Aldgate, Butcher. July 24at11 at office of Cattlin, 
Freshwater, Richard Blowfield, 8t John st, Smithfield, Paper Merchant. July 2% at 3 
at offices of Chatfield and Chatfield, Conduit st, Regent st. Lomax, Conduit st 
York. Robson, Middlesborough 
Gledhill, altred, Bradford, Fruit Salesman, July 21 at 11 at office of Singleton, Booth 
Goddard, Daniel, Tilehurst, Berks, out of employment. July 27 at 11 at office of New- 
man, Friar st, Reading 
24 at 12 at offices of Dewes and Co, Hay lane, Coventry 
Gould, Joseph, Leek, Stafford, Warehouseman. July 25at11 at Wellington Hotel, 
Gray, Daniel, Kingston on Thames, Surrey, ‘Timber Merchant, July 27 at 2 at office of 
Bradley, Mark lane 
Derby 
Harper, Robert Francis, Handsworth, Stafford, Wholesale Milliner, July 21 at 11 at 
Harris, Joseph, Westminster bdge rd, Lambeth, Draper. Aug 4 at 2 at Gray’s inn 
Holton, Bidend Moore ky i ° ’ » 
Institution, Chancery lane. Child, South sq, Gray’s inn 
David, Lower Streatham, Surrey, Buil = uly 25 at 2 at William the Fourth, 


Crow, James, Greenwich, Kent, Fishmonger. 
ford, Collingwood st, Newcastle 
Davis, John, Lower Kennington lane, Lambeth, Wholesale Oilman. 
Sydney, Guildhall chmbrs, Basinghall st 
Dengiens William, Ebchester, 
Hotel, Peterborough. 4 Ollard, Wisbech me Shek Lanes S Sos 
Farrer, John Frampton, Calverley, 
Wormwood st, Old Broad st 
Geary, Alfred, Bradford, out of business. July 19 at 4 at office of Hollins, Petergate, 
st, 01 
Godfrey, Harry, and Robert Cooper, jun, Coventry, Trimming Manufacturers. July 
Stockport. Redfern, Leek 
Halliday, John, Derby, Draper. July 25 at 3 atthe offices of Briggs, Amen alley, 
office of James, compe st, Birmingham 
Hicks, Joseph, jun, Churchfield rd, Acton, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 26 at 3 at Law 
igh rd, Lower Streatham. Hopkins, Wal 


Isaacs, Julius, Brighton, Sussex, Watchmaker. July 24 at 3 at office of Barnett, 
Palmerston bidgs, Old 
Soganes, Davis, Oldbury, Worcester, Machinist. July 22 at 11 at office of Forest, 
Jenkins, Jounin Carmarthen, Currier, July 25 at 10.15 at Royal Talbo 
a 
. U en 
poy heya ones, pers. July 21 at 12 at office 


Bristo 





Kaye, Charles, Lepton, Huddersfield, York, Innkeeper. July 25 at 11 at office of Crans. 
field, Ramsden st, Huddersfleld : 
Kirby, John Malsbury, Yardley, Gobion, Northampton, Provision Dealer. July 25 at 3 
at office of Andrew, Market sq, Northampton 
Kirk, Thomas Biddulph, Stamford, Civil Engineer. July 25 at 11 at Brunswick Hotel, 


Piccadilly, Manchester. Cooper, Congleton 
July 28 at12 at office of Bartlert, Hooles 


Laidlaw. James, jun., Hyde, Chester, Draper. 
chmbrs, Bank st, Sheffield. Mellor, Sheffield 

Legg, John, Leatherhead, Surrey, Grocer. July 21 at 3 at office of Palmer and (io, 
—w Approach, London Bridge. Simpson and Palmer, Three Crown 8q, South. 
war. 

Lewis, David, Llangennech, Carmarthen, Farmer, July 27 at 4 at3, Dulais ter, Pontar. 

nlais. Thomas, Swansea 

Lewis, Hannaniah, Neath, Glamorgau, Grocer. July 24at 1 at Queen’s Hotel, St Mary 
st, Cardlff. Brothers, Neath 

Lewis, James, Bucknell, Salop, Farmer. July 21at3 at office of Morris, Swan Hill, 
Shrewsbury 

Little, Joseph, Exeter, Carver. July 25 at 3 at office of Martin, Bedford circus, Exeter, 
Orchard, Exeter 

McIntyre, John, Kingston-on-Thames, Cement Merchant. July 31 at 2 at office of King 
and Peto, Abchurch lane 

McKay. Joseph, South Shields, Durham, Boot Maker. July 21 at 12 at office of Wawn 
and Smith, =e South Shields 2 

Macnaughton, Robeat Cook, Liverpool, Shipowner. July 25 at 2 at office of Stoneand © 
Co, Cook st, Liverpool 

Mellers, Samuel, Nottingham, Warehouseman, 
pavement, Nottingham 

wow. — Bradford, York, Nurseryman. July 21 at 11 at office of Holmes, Bridge 
st, Bradfor 

Murray, Richard Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Shipping Agent. July 21 at 8 at officeof 
Summers, Manor st, Kingston upon Hull 

North, Joseph, Sheffield, Pattern Maker. July 26 at 3 at office of Smith and Co, Moet. 
ing-house lane, Bank st, Sheffield 

—— Herbert, Leeds, Grocer. July 24 at 11 at office of Harrison, East Parado, 


8 
Penn, Mary, Kirton in Lindsey, Lincoln, Chemist. July 26 at 1 at office of Freer and 
(o, Bigby st, Brigg 
ee Nottingham. July 26 at 3.30 at office of Bird, Middle pavement, Not- 
tingham 4 
Pullin, Charles, Birmingham, Builder. July 21 at 3 at office of Hawkes and Weekes, 
Temple row, Birmingham 9 
Quinton, Joseph Lewington, Clifden rd, Lower Clapton, out of business. July 21 at 2 © 


at offices of Fowler, Dowgate hill Z 
Rowe, James, Wigan, Lancaster, Confectioner. July 22 at 11 at office of Scottand © 
July 20 at 1 at office of Jones and 4 


July 21 at 3.30 at office of Rird, Middle 


Ellis, Arcade bldgs, King st, Wigan 

Russell, Francis David, Hastings, Sussex, Builder, 
Glenister, Bank bldgs, Hastings ‘ 

Schneider, William, Upper Moor pk rd, Fulham, of no occupation. July 19 at 3 at 
office of Ody, Blackfriars rd 3 

Sheep, John, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Cheesemonger. July 20 at 3 at offices of 
Willis, St Martin’s ct, Leicester sq a 

Shepherd, Thomas, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Journalist. July 20 at $3 at offices of 
Overell and Son, Warwick st, Leamington Priors 

Ap George, Oxford, Bookseller. July 28 at 10 at offices of Druce, High st, © 

xfor 

Siever, Gustav Louis, Worcester, Artist. July 21 at 11 at offices of Williams, Worcester 
chmbrs, Pierpoint st, Worcester 4 

Smith, James, Jubilee st, Commercial rd, Shoe Manufacturer. July 26 at 3 at offices of 
Palmer and Smith, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Soman, Lewin David, New North rd, Trimming Manufacturer. July 24 at 3 at offices 
of Goldberg and Langdon, West st, Finsbury circus 

Southern, William Henry, Stockport, Bookbinder. July 24 at 11.30 at Dog and Part- © 
ridge Inn, Churchgate, Stockport. May, Maéclesfield : 

Suggett, Henry Samuel, Lower Tulse hill, Brixton, Baker. July 22 at 12 at Anderton’s 
Hotel, Fleet st, Johnson, Arundel st, Strand 

Taten, Henry, Stoke Newington, Clerk. July 26 at 3 at offices of Peddell, Guildhall — 
chmbrs, Basinghall st 

Thompstone, Samuel, Congleton, Chester, Innkeeper. July 26 at 11 at offices of 
Cooper, Park st, Congleton 

Trickett, James, Sheffield, York, Spring Knifeand Razor Cutler. July 24 at1l at 
office of Binney and Co, Bank st, Sheffield 

Turner, William, Brighton, Sussex, Boot and Shoe Maker. July 31 at 3 at North st, 
Brighton. Goodman : 

Villiers, John Charles, Derby,Grocer. July 31 at 12 at Irongate, Derby. 

Walker, George, Wakefield, York, Common Brewer. July 24 at1ll at 
Wood st, Wakefield. Wainwright and Mason, Wakefield 


Potter ; 
Royal Hotel, — 
Weicht, Adolf, Salford, Lancaster, Manufacturer of Ivory Buttons. July 25 at 3 at 


office of Grundy and Co, Booth st, Manchester 
White, Benjamin, Seay, Buster, Farmer. 
st, Eastbourne. Hillman, Lewes 
Youatt, Alfred William, York rd, Battersea, Wheelwright, July 26 at 3 at office of — 
Lloyd, London wall ‘ 4 
Young, William, Bluntisham, Huntingdon, Farmer. July 24 at 1 at Unicorn Hotel, St, 
Ives. Gaches, Peterborough. j 
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